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Summary 


This doctoral thesis examines the meaning of regional cultural landscape for 
their residents. Especially regarding the demographic change and the declining 
population in more rural areas, it is important to understand how the residents 
perceive their cultural surrounding. The aim is not to do a comparison between 
the perception of the residents and experts rather than characterize the region 
by the perception of its residents. This is important, because economic values 
like prices become less important than social values like accessibility to public 
services or environmental conditions. 

The analysis uses the method of willingness to pay (WTP), an approach 
stemming from the research area of environmental economics, and explains 
different results by using theories derived from psychology and environmental 
science research. Furthermore, because of the object of interest is the land- 
scape, environmental planning is also included. This is new to the research be- 
cause WTP analysis usually focused only on the environmental science than 
integrating other disciplines. For instance, the theoretical background is often 
missing in the existing analyses. 

To get a better understanding of the perception of landscape, three different 
areas of the Hamburg metropolitan region were chosen. The areas are Ltibeck/ 
Nordwestmecklenburg (LNWM), Steinburger Elbmarschen (STB) and Lud- 
wigslust-Parchim/ Liichow-Dannenberg (LPLD). They differ in their amount of 
residents as well as in economic factors, such as the intensity of farming and 
the mix of different landscape types. This is shown in the second part of Chap- 
ter 2. As a result of these differences, it is possible to compare regions and their 
landscapes to one another and identify several similarities and differences be- 
tween them. 

The analytical chapters 6 to 9 examine the meaning of the cultural land- 
scapes. The first of these chapters examines the perception of the landscape in 
the regions and does a comparison of the results. This is followed by a deeper 
look into the differences of landscape perception by the groups of newcomers, 
returnees and locals. The theoretical framework is then expanded to the ap- 
proach of the willingness to volunteer (WTV) and analyze the different impact 
for a decision of landscape support of the WTP or WTV. The last analytical 
chapter performs a cluster analysis to get to know different groups in these re- 


XXII Summary 





gions. These determined clusters are then analyzed deeper with respect to the 
WTP, WTV, life satisfaction and use of the region. 

Some results of these chapters are that for each region the water landscapes 
is preferred by almost each resident, no matter if the resident moved into the 
region or lived there since birth. This is a common finding in other analyses and 
based on theoretical aspects. Furthermore, the landscape perception is often 
influences by education as well as the relationship the resident has with nature. 
In some cases it could be assumed that the educational level and the relation- 
ship to nature are interdependent. It could be shown that the impact of the rela- 
tionship to the region differs in its impact between regions and resident groups. 
There might be some indirect influences that are responsible for the impact of 
the regional identity. Regarding the involvement in or for the landscape, evi- 
dence suggests that specific groups of residents are more willing to invest vol- 
unteer work in and for regional landscapes than others. For instance, residents 
who moved back into the region with a bond to the corresponding region are 
most willing to volunteer in the field of the regional history, while highly edu- 
cated young women are more willing to work voluntarily for animal welfare. 
The use of the region is highest for relaxing and lowest for cultural purposes. 

These results suggest that regional management could promote their regions 
by using their landscapes and could influence perception by strengthening the 
relationship to nature or addressing special groups for volunteer work in or for 
the landscape. Further research could examine the relationship between WTP 
and life satisfaction. As in the WTV, it might be the case that people who are 
more satisfied are more willing to pay for something than people with less sat- 
isfaction in life. Another psychological approach would be the analyses of the 
motives behind WTP and WTV. 


Keywords: Cultural landscape, landscape perception, Contingent Valuation, 
willingness-to-pay 


Zusammenfassung 


Diese Doktorarbeit beschaftigt sich mit der Bedeutung der regionalen Kultur- 
landschaft fiir ihre Bewohnenden. Gerade im demographischen Wandel und 
einer abnehmenden Zahl der Bevélkerung in landlicheren Gebieten ist es wich- 
tig zu verstehen, wie die Bewohnenden ihr kulturelles Umfeld wahrnehmen. 
Das Ziel der Arbeit ist nicht einen Vergleich zwischen der subjektiven Wahr- 
nehmung der Bewohnenden und Experten anzustellen, sondern die Charakteri- 
sierung der Region durch die Wahrnehmung der Bewohnenden. Das ist vor 
allem wichtig, weil die 6konomischen Werte wie Preise unwichtiger werden 
und die sozialen Werte wie die Erreichbarkeit von Institutionen der Daseins- 
vorsorge oder die landschaftlichen Gegebenheiten zunehmen. 

Die Analysen dieser Arbeit werden mit Hilfe des willingness to pay (WTP) 
Ansatzes bestimmt, einem Ansatz aus der Umweltékonomik. Die unterschiedli- 
chen Ergebnisse werden mit Hilfe von Theorien aus den Bereichen der Psycho- 
logie oder Umweltwissenschaft erklart. Da das Objekt der Untersuchung die 
Landschaft ist, wird auch die Umweltplanung in die Analysen einbezogen. Dies 
stellt eine Forschungsliicke dar, da die meisten Analysen, die WTP nutzen, nur 
die Umweltwissenschaften einbezieht und nicht noch weitere Disziplinen. Haéu- 
fig wird beispielsweise der theoretische Hintergrund aufen vor gelassen. 

Um ein besseres Versténdnis der Landschaftswahrnehmung zu bekommen, 
wurden drei Regionen aus der Metropolregion Hamburg ausgewahlt. Diese Re- 
gionen sind Ltibeck/ Nordwestmecklenburg (LNWM), Steinburger Elbmar- 
schen (STB) und Ludwigslust-Parchim/ Liichow-Dannenberg (LPLD). Diese 
Regionen unterscheiden sich in ihrer Anzahl von Bewohnenden, in 6konomi- 
schen Faktoren wie der Intensitat der Landwirtschaft, aber auch in ihren unter- 
schiedlichen Flachenanteilen der verschiedenen Landschaftstypen. Diese Regi- 
onen werden detaillierter im zweiten Teil von Kapitel 2 vorgestellt. Durch die 
Unterschiede in den Regionen ist es méglich, die Regionen und ihre Landschaf- 
ten miteinander zu vergleichen und Gleichheiten und Unterschiede zu identifi- 
zieren. 

Die analytischen Kapitel 6 bis 9 betrachten die Bedeutung der Kulturland- 
schaften. Das erste dieser Kapitel untersucht die Wahrnehmung der Landschaf- 
ten in den Regionen und vergleicht die Ergebnisse miteinander. Das folgende 
Kapitel analysiert Unterschiede in der Landschaftswahrnehmung von verschie- 
denen Gruppen (Einheimische, Rtickkehrende, Zugezogene). Das theoretische 


XXIV Zusammenfassung 





Konstrukt der WTP wird im 8. Kapitel erweitert durch den Ansatz von wil- 
lingness to volunteer (WTV) und betrachtet die unterschiedlichen Einflussfak- 
toren fiir die Entscheidung ftir ein Engagement in oder fiir die Landschaft in 
Form von WTP oder WTV. Das letzte analytische Kapitel nutzt eine Cluster- 
analyse, um unterschiedliche Gruppen in den Regionen zu identifizieren. Diese 
Cluster werden darauffolgend tiefer hinsichtlich der WTP, WTV, Lebenszu- 
friedenheit und der Nutzung der Region analysiert. 

Einige der Ergebnisse dieser Kapitel sind, dass in jeder Region die Wasser- 
landschaft tiber den anderen Landschaften praferiert wird. Hierbei ist es un- 
wichtig, ob jemand in die Region gezogen ist oder dort seit Geburt lebt. Das ist 
auch ein Ergebnis, welches in anderen Analysen zu finden ist, aber auch auf der 
Theorie begriindet werden kann. Die Landschaftswahrnehmung ist haufig durch 
das Bildungsniveau und die Beziehung zur Natur beeinflusst. In manchen Fal- 
len kann angenommen werden, dass das Bildungsniveau und die Beziehung zur 
Natur interagieren. Es kann gezeigt werden, dass die Bindung an die Region 
sich innerhalb der Regionen und Gruppen der Bewohnenden (Einheimische, 
Rtckkehrende, Zugezogene) unterscheidet. Dort kénnten indirekte Einfltisse 
fiir die Unterschiede verantwortlich sein. Hinsichtlich des Ehrenamtes in oder 
fiir die Landschaft suggerieren die Ergebnisse, dass spezifische Gruppen berei- 
ter sind als andere, sich zu engagieren. Zum Beispiel sind Rtickkehrende mit 
einer Bindung an die Region eher bereit, sich fiir den Bereich der Heimatkunde 
zu engagieren, wahrend vor allem junge, hoch gebildete Frauen sich ehrenamt- 
lich eher im Tierschutz einbringen. Uber alle Cluster hinweg konnte eine haufi- 
gere Nutzung der Region ftir Entspannungszwecke als fiir kulturelle Zwecke 
identifiziert werden. 

Diese Ergebnisse deuten an, dass das Regionalmangement die Region 
durchaus fordern k6nnte, indem es die Landschaften nutzt. Dariiber hinaus 
kann es die Wahrnehmung der Landschaft starken, indem es die Beziehung zur 
Natur starkt oder ftir ehrenamtliche Tatigkeiten gezielt Gruppen anspricht. Wei- 
tere Forschung wird in dem Zusammenspiel von WTP und Lebenszufriedenheit 
gesehen. Wie im Bereich WTV kGnnte es sein, dass zufriedene Menschen auch 
eher bereit sind, sich finanziell fiir die Landschaft engagieren, als weniger zu- 
friedene. Eine mehr psychologische Ausrichtung zuktinftiger Forschung bietet 
die Analyse von Motiven fiir WTP oder WTV. 


Schlagworter: Kulturlandschaft, Landschaftswahrnehmung, Kontingente 
Bewertungsmethode, Zahlungsbereitschaft 
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1 Introduction to the Assessment of Cultural Landscapes 


This thesis assesses the meaning of cultural landscapes for the residents of three 
regions. The term ‘landscape’ could be used for every landscape that exists in 
the world (Schein, 1997). In general, a landscape is the result of practices, rela- 
tionships and interaction of nature with humans (Butler, 2016; Council of Eu- 
rope, 2000; Swanwick, Hanly & Termansen, 2007). Therefore, a landscape 
might be a valuable source towards understanding the past of a culture or re- 
gion (Kuechler, 1993). In literature, the landscape was no longer present until 
the European Landscape Convention published the revised landscape conven- 
tion that integrated all types of landscapes (Council of Europe, 2000). Some 
authors differentiate between natural and cultural ones (e.g., Fritz-Vietta, De la 
Vega-Leinert & Stoll-Kleemann, 2015; Swanwick et al., 2007), others see all 
landscapes as cultural landscapes, given that these are influenced by interac- 
tions between humans and nature (Groth, 1997; Job, 2003; Roschewitz, 1999). 

Even because a cultural landscape is formed by the past land uses in the re- 
gion, different people could interpret these landscapes differently due to ones 
individual’s subjective perception (Butler, 2016; Meinig, 1979). This subjective 
perception relies first on the own experiences in the past (Butler, 2016) and 
second is formed by the usage and memories of each individual (Stephenson, 
2008). These two aspects are therefore important for landscape valuation and 
individual perception (Carson, Flores & Meade, 2001; Kim, Kim & Doh, 2015; 
Morrison & Dowell, 2013). Consequently, the landscape cannot be perceived 
and valued by an individual without any cultural context (Stephenson, 2008). 
Because of the importance of cultural context, it could be that individuals living 
in the same cultural context might perceive the landscape in similar ways 
(Paasi, 2002). 

These landscapes or cultural landscapes are — in most cases — public proper- 
ty that one person can use the same time than another does (Einig & Dosch, 
2008; Hartje, Degenhart & Dehnhardt, 2003; Job, 2003; Marangon & Visintin, 
2007). Landscape changes might not be realized directly by the people living in 
the landscape — since it is a process; but if the change is recognized it is often 
seen as a negative development (Lankia, Neuvonen, Pouta & Sievanen, 2014). 
This might be because the people are happy with the current landscape when 
asked about it, and they might be afraid that life within the landscape might 
influence their environment in a negative way. This implies that changes in the 
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landscape might also change the ways its residents perceive the landscape (Tve- 
it, 2009). Especially landscapes with high biodiversity or characteristic ele- 
ments of the regional history are perceived as more important to protect 
(Bohnet & Konold, 2015) than landscape of the everyday life of the residents. 

Because of the demographical development, rural region have often a de- 
clining population growth, and thus von Reichert, Cromartie and Arthun (2014) 
argue that all aspects to gain newcomers in these regions are really important. 
One solution for the declining population might be that the regions get more 
attractiveness by their natural resources as the amenities (McGranahan 1999, 
Rasker & Hansen, 2000). Additionally, Deller, Tsai, Marcouiller and English 
(2001) conclude that the occurrence of these amenities could have a positive 
impact on the economic growth for these regions. This link between the region- 
al development and amenities are in previous research used to explain why 
people move to a region (Knapp & Graves, 1989). The preferences for regions 
with special amenities are lower crime rates and higher quality schools. Addi- 
tionally, these regions are more attractive for labor (Knapp & Graves, 1989). 
But there might also some weak spots by using the natural resources for the 
development of regions. For instance, Green (2001) found that in rural areas 
natural resources and economic development in these regions might be difficult 
because on the one hand, these regions want to attract tourists that might not be 
valued positively by residents and on the other the economic development 
might destroy some region’s natural resources. 

These developments in the landscape perception, the previous findings in 
the research of landscapes and its importance for especially rural areas are one 
of the most crucial factors to consider when analyzing the perception of resi- 
dents and their regional landscapes. To get the focus more on their natural re- 
sources, it might be the case that these allow the regions to experience growth. 
But before regional management could do more marketing with these natural 
resources or amenities, they need to know how important the landscape is to its 
residents. This doctoral thesis should be a basis — especially for the selected 
regions — for obtaining information about how residents perceive their land- 
scape. 

The thesis is comprised of ten chapters. A short introduction into the topic 
and the importance of the assessment of cultural landscapes is given in the first 
chapter. The second chapter describes the setting of the assessment. It starts 
with the conceptual setting in Section 2.1. In this part, the term cultural land- 
scape is defined. Furthermore, the different values in the perspectives of culture 
and economics are presented. In the next chapter, the theoretical background 
for a trans-disciplinary approach is described because the analysis looks at a 
cross-section of different research areas and does not focus on the usual micro 
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or macro level. The conceptual setting closes with a description about the re- 
search objectives and gaps in more detail. Following is Chapter 2.2, which de- 
scribes the setting of the project and the chosen regions. The first three chapters 
characterize each region with their features and the last section of this part clos- 
es this description by comparing the regions with each other using some operat- 
ing numbers in comparison with Germany. 

Chapter 3 explains the survey data that is used in the following analyses. 
Section 3.1 describes the implementation of the questionnaire. It presents the 
issue of the survey, the sample drawing, print and shipping and the digitization 
and the post-coding of the questionnaires. The response rates are shown in 
Chapter 3.2, and a characterization can be found in Chapter 3.3. First, are pre- 
sented the representative status and afterwards a comparison of some operating 
numbers of the survey and Germany are described. The difficulties that are in 
associated with the survey could be found in Chapter 3.4. 

To get deeper into the complex construct of the landscape valuation, Chap- 
ter 4 explains the methodology used for evaluating landscape perception. The 
first part (Chapter 4.1) shows different approaches that are suitable to deter- 
mine a value for a landscape and justifies why the contingent valuation (CVM) 
and the willingness to pay (WTP) methods were chosen for the survey. It also 
explains why the approach is used as an indicator for the perception of the 
landscape instead of a monetary value’. Properties and limitations of the chosen 
method of the WTP are presented in Chapter 4.2. Section 4.3 discusses some 
critique about the usage of the WTP for the determination of a value for such 
public property as a landscape. These critics could all be found in the literature, 
and an attempt was made to use these to improve the use of the data in the fol- 
lowing analyses. The chapter closes with Section 4.4, which describes the prac- 
tical application of the method. 

The variables of the survey that are used more often are presented in detail 
in the following part. Section 5.1 describes the answers regarding the WTP 
questions. All prompted landscapes are presented in each category that was 
examined. The differences between the variables newcomers, returnees, and 
locals are shown in Chapter 5.2. Since the creation of the variable for volun- 
teering as contribution uses more than one question, these are presented in 
Chapter 5.3. Chapter 5.4 then discusses how respondents answered the life sat- 
isfaction question. The section closes in Chapter 5.5 with a description of the 
manifestations for use of the region. 

The first analytical chapter is Chapter 6. It analyzes the WTP for three re- 
gional landscapes that could be found in all of them. The aim is to identify dif- 
ferent influences of the perception of landscape and differences between the 





1 For the following, valuation, WTP and perception are used synonymously. 
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regions. To get an idea about the importance of the valuation of landscapes, 
Chapter 6.1 introduces the topic by explaining the research gaps. The theories 
important towards understanding why individuals value landscapes differently 
are presented in Chapter 6.2. In this section, previous research and the hypothe- 
ses that should be analyzed by this part can also be found. Chapter 6.3 de- 
scribes the variables that are used and the statistical methodology. The empiri- 
cal results are shown in Chapter 6.4. This chapter starts with the results of each 
landscape in the regions and ends with a comparison of the results of the land- 
scapes per region. The results show that having a bond to nature is the most 
important factor in landscape perception — no matter the landscape type or re- 
gion. Additionally, the impact of the neighborhood varies for different land- 
scape types, while the impact of having a regional identity differs by regions. 
Socioeconomic variables and the use of the landscape do not seem to be im- 
portant for the perception of the landscapes. The results are discussed in Chap- 
ter 6.5. This part also discusses further variables, the pictures of the landscape, 
and the generalizability. A summary of this part of the thesis can be found in 
Chapter 6.6. 

The next chapter analyzes the differences between newcomers, returnees 
and locals regarding their landscape perception with respect to two types of 
landscapes (called everyday and symbolic ones) in the Steinburger Elbmar- 
schen (STB) region of Germany. It starts with an introduction of the importance 
of migration biographies for the landscape perception in Chapter 7.1. The theo- 
retical background of migration theories and the landscape perception are pre- 
sented in Chapter 7.2. This part describes some selected theories regarding mi- 
gration and discusses some previous findings. Additionally, the analyzed land- 
scape types of the symbolic and the everyday landscape are described. Based 
on these backgrounds, hypotheses are created. Chapter 7.3 describes the land- 
scapes of the STB in more detail to get an idea how these look. The followed 
Chapter 7.4 describes the used variables and the methodology in more detail. 
The results are displayed in Chapter 7.5. These show the results for a general 
perception as well as for each landscape and compare it in the end to answer the 
hypotheses. In general, newcomers and returnees have a higher perception of 
the regional landscapes than locals do. It could be identified that newcomers 
and returnees perceive the symbolic landscapes (special landscape types of the 
examined regions) differently, depending on the type of landscape, but in both 
cases the locals gave the second highest valuation. Additionally, the results 
show that the educational level is important for the perception of the land- 
scapes; no matter if it is a symbolic or an everyday one. The discussion in 
Chapter 7.6 discusses the results, especially for the background of the small 
sample used for the analyses. Chapter 7.7 provides a summary of the chapter. 


Introduction to the Assessment of Cultural Landscapes 5 





The analyses in Chapter 8 integrate the WTP and willingness to volunteer 
(WTV) for the regional landscapes. The aim of this paper is to identify the in- 
dividual characteristics that are important for the decision in which form (fi- 
nancially or by volunteering) an individual supports the protection of land- 
scapes. Chapter 8.1 explains why a combination of these two constructs seems 
to be important. Chapter 8.2 follows with some theories about giving behavior. 
(The theories regarding the WTP approach are already described in Chapter 
6.2.1.) In this part some findings of previous literature and the formulation of 
the hypotheses analyzed in this chapter could also be found. The sample regard- 
ing the variables used and the methodology are described in Chapter 8.3 and 
the empirical results are shown in Chapter 8.4. First the results are presented 
and second these are used to answer the hypotheses. One’s gender, age, educa- 
tional level and bond with nature determine the decision to contribute some- 
thing towards regional landscape protection. Generally, older people and wom- 
en are less willing to contribute to landscape protection. A conclusion summa- 
rizes the results in Chapter 8.6. In addition to the analyses done in this chapter, 
there are two additional analyses written. The first excursion describes the 
monetization of volunteer work for the used sample to get to know about the 
potential of volunteering for the region. The second one compares the data of 
the sample regarding volunteering to the German Civil Engagement Report 
(CER) to get an idea about the structure of the sample in regard to the German 
average. 

The last chapter aims to identify different clusters of individual characteris- 
tics to better understand the decision for WTP or WTYV, life satisfaction of the 
people, and use of the region by these clusters. Therefore, Chapter 9.1 intro- 
duces the importance of the regional features assessment. The theoretical con- 
structs regarding life satisfaction and the use of the region are described in 
Chapter 9.2. (The other constructs are already defined in Chapter 6.2.1 for the 
WTP and in Chapter 8.2.1 regarding the WTV). Chapter 9.3 describes the vari- 
ables used for the cluster analysis and the methodology. The results of the clus- 
ter analysis are shown in Chapter 9.4. Seven clusters were identifies that are 
differing especially in age, educational level and their bonds to the region 
and/or to the nature. Following is Chapter 9.5 with a description of the varia- 
bles analyzed within the determined clusters. Also some hypotheses are formu- 
lated in this part. Chapter 9.6 shows the results of the deeper analyses of the 
clusters. The analyses show that especially a higher level of education leads to 
more WTP, WTV, higher satisfaction rates and a higher rate of use of the re- 
gion. The clusters with the retired people seem to be the clusters with the less 
support of the regional landscapes in terms of WTP or WTV. A discussion 
about the findings can be found in Chapter 9.7, as well as a part of the further 
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work. The part ends with a summary in Chapter 9.8. Additionally to the cluster 
analysis and its analyses, there is done an excursion with a statistical model to 
get an idea about the impact of WTP and WTV for different clusters. 

The last chapter summarizes all findings. Section 10.1 shows the key results 
of each of the text chapters and shows the contributions made to previous litera- 
ture. It can be seen that the results of these chapters are quite similar in some 
cases — especially with respect how educational level and the relationship to 
nature are important drivers in of landscape perception. Most of the contribu- 
tion to the literature is the type of analyses and the object of analyses itself. 
Chapter 10.2 suggests some political recommendations, especially for the ana- 
lyzed regions regarding future interactions with the landscape and its residents. 
Chapter 10.3 concludes by posing some further research questions. 


Check for 
updates 


2 Setting of the Assessment 


The following sections describe first the conceptual setting of the analyses. 
This includes not only the overall research questions but the aims of this re- 
search and the classification of the research field as well. The second part of 
this chapter explains the background of the project and the analyzed regions in 
more detail. 


2.1 Conceptual Setting 


This section of Chapter 2 describes the theoretical aspects of the further anal- 
yses. The first part starts with some definitions about the construct of a cultural 
landscape. It ends with some remarks about the valuation of a landscape as as- 
pect of the research. Following is the description of the term values in a trans- 
disciplinary perspective that is important for the research done here. It explains 
some interfaces to research disciplines that are combined in this work. Based on 
the theoretical concepts and values in a trans-disciplinary perspective, the re- 
search gap is addressed with the subsequent research questions. 


2.1.1 Cultural Landscapes 


“cc 


The term Jandscape is generally denoted as “...land at the interface of the 
earth’s surface and atmosphere” (Unwin, 1975, p. 130). More precise, the land- 
scape is generated by people’s perceptions about land as well as its use of. It 
covers the interaction and the bond between people and places (Swanwick et 
al., 2007). With the publication of the European Landscape Convention, the 
landscape came back into focus of the people, because this convention includes 
all kinds of landscapes (Council of Europe, 2000). Essentially, landscapes can 
be differentiated between natural and cultural landscapes (Fritz-Vietta et al., 
2015; Roschewitz, 1999; Swanwick et al., 2007). While natural landscapes are 
characterized as those with no — or just a few changes — stemming from beyond 
natural developments, a cultural landscape was changed by humans (Groth, 
1997; Job, 2003; Roschewitz, 1999). Job and Knies (2001) stated that there is 
no natural landscape anymore and all landscapes are cultural landscapes as a 
consequence of human influences. 

The term cultural can be defined on different stages, such as regional or na- 
tional. Culture connects different persons (Throsby, 2007) and is expressed in 
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shared practices (Cosgrove, 1989). It can also express aesthetics, symbols or a 
spirit of a group (Klamer, 2003). 

Almost all landscapes reflect traditional usage by the population and are re- 
lated to cultural aspects (Antrop, 2005; Cosgrove, 1989; Schein, 1997). Be- 
cause a cultural landscape®® covers the human influences on a landscape 
(Schein, 1997), Job and Knies (2001) argue that there is no natural landscape 
anymore, but cultural landscapes everywhere. Therefore, there is no uniform 
definition what exactly a cultural landscape is (Antrop, 2005; Fritz-Vietta et al., 
2015; Gailing, Kiihn & Vetter, 2008; Schein, 1997). One of the most common 
aspects is that cultural landscapes are public goods that could be used by more 
than one person at the same time (Einig & Dosch, 2008; Hartje et al., 2003; 
Job, 2003; Marangon & Visintin, 2007). Especially landscapes with high bio or 
cultural diversity and characteristic elements of history seem more worthy of 
protection than landscapes without these elements (Bohnet & Konold, 2015). 

In the understanding of these analyses a cultural landscape is understood as 
a regional landscape that is designed by cultural and social influences but also 
of the world around the landscape. It is comprised of a variety of elements that 
involves natural components, particular landscape forms, land use and structur- 
al conditions. Beyond these aspects, a cultural landscape is also characterized 
by regional culture that includes language, products, dishes, crafts, history and 
common experience and perceptions (referring to Gailing & Rohring, 2008; 
Ray, 1998; World Cultural and Natural Heritage, 2015)’. 

Because of the interaction of the cultural landscape and the humans living in 
it, landscapes change over time (Antrop, 2005). Each new application of the 
landscape results in a decreasing degree of older, more traditional influences 
(Miles, Sullivan & Kuo, 1998; Palang et al., 2006), but most of these are creep- 
ing and not recognized by the residents. As a consequence of the decreasing 
visibility of the traditional usages, the identity of the resident population that 
could be building out of the history could get lost (Antrop, 2005). This might 
be one reason why residents — if they recognize these changes — often perceive 
it as negative (Lankia et al., 2014). The residents might be used to the actual 
status of their environment and fears a negative development for their living 
environmental surrounding (Dale, Ling & Newman, 2008; Schultz & Zelezny, 
1999). 





2 In the following, cultural landscape and landscape are used synonymously. 
3 An historical overview about the term cultural landscape is given by Gailing (2014). 
4  Asimilar definition, but for landscape quality, is given by Daniel (2001). 
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2.1.2 Values in a Cultural and Economical Perspective 


By protecting, preserving and designing the landscape, the government has 
costs for the regional landscapes. In some cases, it wants to know the benefit of 
these for the landscapes. These values are economic values, expressed by con- 
crete numbers (Klamer, 2003). 

As stated by Klamer (2003) cultural goods have more than an economic 
value, as they are special because of the treatment of the residents and their 
intrinsic value to society-at-large. The values of a cultural good might be more 
implicit and might be expressed by the residents through stories or emotional 
statements (Klamer, 2003). Such values are called social values or social capital 
because they integrate the interpersonal relationships like the identity or emo- 
tions to the good (Klamer, 2003). These values are usually depending on the 
context (Klamer, 2003) and therefore different individuals can have different 
values for a cultural good (Peacock, 1992). 

It seems to be adequate to use the perspectives of culture and economics at 
the same time because these constructs can co-exist (Throsby, 2001) and in 
some cases depend on one another. Throsby (2001) explains this by using val- 
ues and norms as expression of the culture and the currency and prices for 
goods in regard to economics in the same system. However, Klamer (2003) 
describes that the culturalists are mostly people form the art field using the cul- 
tural good in their work, while the economists highlight the economic output of 
the good for society. This confirms the coexistence of these two perspectives. 

Because of the widespread use of the perspectives of the economists in the 
measurement of values, investments in the cultural good are usually justified by 
an increasing economic output for the region and hence regional growth 
(Klamer, 2003). A cultural good might be more than just a scarce resource as it 
might be seen by the economists, because pricing in the perspective of econo- 
mists and the subjective value by culturalists are not the same, and the interac- 
tion of these two disciplines is quite rare (Klamer, 2003). 

But sometimes it is important to have a measurement that is able to display 
the value of a public good like the landscapes (Job & Knies 2001). But because 
of the public character, it is methodologically challenging in economics to 
measure the value, so it needs be done carefully (Cornes & Sandler, 1986; Haab 
& McConnell, 2002; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Spash, 2008). Hence, Pea- 
cock (1992) speaks for mechanisms in which individuals can express their pref- 
erences for cultural goods instead of methods or measurements in terms of the 
social values of a good. But measurements of the social values are rare — if a 
measurement would be possible at all (Klamer, 2003). One possibility is the 
measurement of life satisfaction using different aspects in the region as an al- 
ternative measurement for wealth (Kahnemann & Krueger, 2006; Veenhoven, 
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2011). The economic methods of measurements® usually use a monetary value 
because money might have an equal value for everyone (Hossack & An, 2014). 
Furthermore, it might be easier to compare the costs for preservation, protec- 
tion, and design of the landscapes by the government with the benefits the resi- 
dents see and use this for their economic output. 

The used method in this thesis is the economic approach of the WTP, which 
is a typical measure for economic values (Klamer, 2003). Economically, the 
cultural good is a scarce resource, but the analyzed landscapes in this thesis are 
these that are mostly not a scarce resource because they could be found in many 
regions. This would be more the perspective of a culturalist, because a land- 
scape can be something special for the residents if it is spoken about as some- 
thing special. To use the WTP in a broader context of integrating the cultural 
perspective, the monetary value is used as an indicator for the valuation of the 
good. Hence, the thesis uses in the following WTP valuation preferences and 
perceptions as synonymous. Even if, the aim of such WTP analyses is to get a 
monetary value for an improved good and calculate the consumer surplus, in 
this thesis the current appearance of the landscape is under examination. 


2.1.3 Theoretical Background for the Trans-Disciplinary Approach 


The varieties of capitalism, a theory of the political economy, describe the dif- 
ferent appearances of capitalism and its theoretical and political implications 
regarding the economic relationships (Peck & Theodore, 2007). The political 
economy analyzes the rationality of decision-making processes of political ac- 
tors by using them as groups of different interests (Schefold, 1994). The aim is 
to support the understanding of the political decisions that can change constant- 
ly (Schefold, 1994). The varieties of capitalism theory can be understood as a 
macro-economic perspective (Hall & Soskice, 2001) and based on one firm, 
and the capital that is available on the market for this firm (Hall & Soskice, 
2001; Jessop, 2011). Mostly, the comparative advantage of the institution is the 
center of attention (Hall & Soskice, 2001; Jessop, 2011). In classical economic 
theories, working counter to rationally acting individuals are the varieties of 
capitalism —assumed to be embedded in bigger systems in the variegated capi- 
talism perspective (Peck & Theodore, 2007). The focus here is on the strategic 
behavior of actors in their institutional surrounding in regard to production 
costs like wages (Jessop, 2011; Peck & Theodore, 2007). Actually, since eco- 
nomic geographers share similar views about globalization as the economists, 
they are not included in the discussion about the varieties or variegated capital- 
ism (Peck & Theodore, 2007). 





5 A description of some selected measurements is presented in Chapter 4.1. 
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The geographical political economy, as described by Sheppard (2011), ex- 
tends these theories to the assumptions that capitalism itself is only one way to 
characterize the economic outcomes of a society, but at the same time, the ge- 
ography is endogenous to the economy in some ways and processes of the bio- 
physical, cultural and social norms and values are important as well. The im- 
portance of informal rules for the society was already integrated in the varieties 
of capitalism approach (Hall & Soskice, 2001). Additionally, on a regional lev- 
el, the geographical political economy uses mathematical models that were not 
common before some researchers found the theory of Marx to be helpful to 
explain aspects on this level (Sheppard, 2011). Using mathematical methods, 
the approach focused on representative cases rather than on getting a lot of in- 
formation (Jessop, 2011). 

These theories can be transferred to this thesis because the production de- 
scribed in them is bounded to biophysical, social, cultural and political process- 
es (Smith, 1984) as also an individual could be (Hall & Soskice, 2001; Jessop, 
2011). The costs for the individual in the case of this thesis would then be los- 
ing the landscapes. In this case the individual as starting point values the land- 
scape with his or her emotions and feelings (micro level). These can also 
change like the decisions made in the political economy described by Schefold 
(1994). The results of the valuation have impact on the region the individual 
lives in (meso level). In the thinking and development of further improvements 
of the region, this could also have an impact on society or the understanding of 
culture (macro level). Most of the analyses of the WTP are on the macro or mi- 
cro level, depending on the purpose of the examination. The aim of the research 
is to combine these two levels by answering the meso-analytical questions re- 
garding the meaning of the landscape for the region in which the individual 
lives in. Also, it does not seem to be common to use statistical methods for ana- 
lyzing on a regional level, especially not in geography as described by Shep- 
pard (2011). 

Additionally to these levels that are combined in these analyses, there are 
also some interactions between different disciplines. First, the WTP is used as a 
measurement method. This method originated in the discipline of environmen- 
tal economics and due to the monetary value in the end, it could also be allocat- 
ed to economics. The analyses have a strong relationship to the landscape be- 
cause the definition and other important constructs were developed by a discus- 
sion with mostly people in the field of environmental planning. The theoretical 
background for the constructs of the landscape perception and willing behavior 
are mostly located in the area of psychology. These interactions of the variety 
of disciplines could not be identified in other, previous analyses. 
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2.1.4 Research Aim and Gap 


The construct of the valuation of the cultural landscape came again into the 
focus of research with the revised landscape convention in 2000 (Council of 
Europe, 2000). It seems like a change in the perception of the landscape regard- 
ing its importance in the lives of its inhabitants can be found. It is not only the 
house or rental prices that are important for the choice of residency, but also 
some soft factors. These soft factors are usually related to the quality of life and 
include public services, the infrastructure as well as environmental conditions. 
The landscape can be understood as a part of the environmental conditions and 
is therefore an interesting aspect to delve into deeper. 

Because of this development, this doctoral thesis analyzes the meaning of 
cultural landscapes for residents. The focus of the research is based on the sub- 
jective perceptions of residents of three different regions in Germany. To obtain 
this, the cultural and the economic value of the landscape are included in the 
analyses (Chapter 2.1.2). This implies a self-selection because only residents 
that are still living in the regions are integrated. The perceptions are not ascer- 
tained in order to compare them with the perceptions of experts. The aim is, in 
fact, to get an idea about the perception of regional landscape to use for the 
characterization of the landscapes in these regions. Therefore it is necessary to 
analyze the perception of the regional landscapes on the meso-level so that the 
region can use the results (Chapter 2.1.3). Perception in this case can be under- 
stood as synonymous to valuation, because it is indeed used as an environmen- 
tal economics valuation method to get an idea about the perception of these 
regional landscapes. It is necessary to integrate not only the perspective of the 
environmental economics, but also the environmental planning and psychology 
to understand the results (Chapter 2.1.3). Most of the analyses using WTP are 
not using any kind of theory to get to know which results could be expected for 
the WTP. Such an analysis using all disciplines and values to answer the meso- 
analytical question about the meaning of regional landscapes to their residents 
was not done before. The more detailed research gabs are describes in the fol- 
lowing. 

Previous analyses examined special landscapes like vineyards or protected 
areas (e.g., Job & Knies, 2001; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Molina, Silva & 
Herrera, 2016) as well as more common landscapes like agricultural land or old 
buildings (e.g., Bamert, Strébele & Buchecker, 2016; Kammerer, Schmitz & 
Wiegand, 1996; Vanderheyden, Horst, Rompaey & Schmitz, 2013). But most 
of these cultural landscape analyses used future developments of the landscape 
to get to know which development of the landscape was preferred among re- 
spondents. But this process does not determine the current value of the regional 
landscape in or for the region. Additionally, these examinations compared ei- 
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ther landscapes or regions with each other (Campbell, 2007; Kammerer et al., 
1996; Marangon & Visintin, 2007), but none looked deeper into comparing the 
perception of different landscapes and regions at the same time. The compari- 
son might help to understand the importance of regional conditions for the per- 
ception of landscape. Nonetheless, none of the analyses could proceed this way 
because the landscapes were too different to each other. The data of these anal- 
yses allows this comparison because the questions were in each region the same 
and the photographs of each landscape were also similar, only taken in each 
region. 

The research regarding the literature to locals and newcomers are often fo- 
cused on the characteristics why an individual moves into another or out of a 
region or about the motives for moving (Barcus & Brunn, 2010; Brennan & 
Cooper, 2008; Kondo, Rivera & Rullman, 2012; Ni Laoire, 2007), but there 
could not identified any analyses of the differences in landscape perception by 
these groups. The theories regarding the landscape perception and the migration 
biographies might also show some indications for different perceptions between 
these groups because of their different cultural backgrounds (Fielding, 1992; 
Halfacree & Rivera, 2011; Ni Laoire, 2000; Tveit, 2009). To analyze the differ- 
ences of these groups might be interesting — especially for people working in 
regional management, as they could build some target groups for improving the 
perception of the regional landscapes. These groups might have different needs 
with respect to their surroundings. 

The combination of WTP and WTV is usually used in developing countries, 
due to the higher income constraints than found in more developed countries 
(Echessah, Swallow, Kamara & Curry, 1997; Stone, Bhat, Bhatta & Mathews, 
2008; Vasques, 2014). For developed countries, only one analysis by Lankia et 
al. (2014) was found. However, this analysis looked only at a privately owned 
landscape and not public landscapes that could be found in every region. It 
might be very interesting to get to know what kind of people are more interest- 
ed in volunteering or paying for the landscapes. The regional management 
could use the results to more directly address concerns about the regional land- 
scape to potential volunteers or financial contributors. This could improve the 
involvement of people for their region and would help the landscapes to pre- 
serve for further generations. 

The development of clusters for the intensity of the perception of the region 
itself could not be identified in the previous literature. There are analyses about 
specific characteristics of the individual (e.g., Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, 
Naturschutz, Bau und Reaktorsicherheit (BMUB), 2014 for the relationship to 
nature; Soini, Vaarala & Pouta, 2012 for the regional identity) and the cluster- 
ing of these, but for the region as a whole, it might be show a more holistic per- 
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ception of the region itself. Even because there are little evidence about the 
perception of the region, its impacts of the regions attractiveness is not ana- 
lyzed yet as well. 

In addition to the added value of the research in regard of the topics above, 
the management of a region might benefit from the analyses as well. For in- 
stance, the regional management might be able to use the results to design an 
improved marketing platform for tourist, regional advertisement for newcomers 
or returnees, or improve the image of firms or the value chain in the region. The 
aims might be different for different fields of work in the region, but it could be 
a basis for deeper analyses regarding the characterization of the region itself. 


2.2 Setting of the Project and the Chosen Regions 


Every cultural landscape® has individual qualities. It tells a story, using the de- 
fining elements of the landscape and the usage of it. Therefore, a cultural land- 
scape is not only adding some value to the regional quality of life, but also in- 
fluence the attraction of a region. The potential of landscapes with respect to 
the forming of regional identity has not been exhausted yet (Kempa, 2014; 
Kempa & Herrmann, 2014). 

The research project REGIOBRANDING analyzes how quality and identi- 
ty-establishing regional landscapes could be used to strengthen identity in these 
regions (Kempa, 2014). In the focus of this project are special resources like 
cultural landscapes of rural areas that could be better used for regional devel- 
opment (Projektgebiet, n. d.). There are three phases of the project to match the 
project goals: first, the inquiry of knowledge inclusive production of 
knowledge, second, the reprocessing of the knowledge and finally, the devel- 
opment of concepts, their implementation and evaluation (Kempa, 2014, Ziele, 
n. d.). 

Based on the results, scientific and regional players work on concepts for 
highlighting cultural landscapes characteristics in three selected regions’. These 
concepts should illustrate how these features could be used for systematic and 
reliable development in these regions. Using specifics get more and more im- 
portant for being competitive with other regions and therefore the project Regi- 
obranding also involve economic, social and cultural aspects instead of taking 





6 In this case, a cultural landscape is understood as a regional landscape that is designed by cul- 
tural and social influences. It is comprised of a variety of elements that involves natural com- 
ponents, particular landscape forms, land use and structural conditions. Beyond these aspects, a 
cultural landscape is also characterized by regional culture that includes language, products, 
dishes, crafts, history and common experience and perceptions (referring to Gailing & Rohring, 
2008; Ray, 1998; World Cultural and Natural Heritage, 2015). 

7 The regions are described in more detail in Chapter 2.1. 
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only physical aspects into account. This holistic perspective should help by 
building, communicating and stabilizing a new regional Identity using the cul- 
tural landscapes qualities (Kempa, 2014; Kempa & Herrmann, 2014). 

As a basis for the branding process, the scientific project partners first have 
to ascertain their comprehensive knowledge about the selected regions (Ziele, 
n. d.) by examining the sensibility of the residents regarding the regional land- 
scapes. There should be a representative sample survey about the positive and 
‘needs improvement’ aspects of the region. This procedure should expose pos- 
sible starting points for the development of the region (Kempa, 2014). 

The regions of this analysis are located in the metropolitan area 
(“Metropolregion”) of Hamburg (MR HH), Germany. These regions embrace 
17 rural districts and two urban districts in four federal states. Challenges like 
the demographic change or the infrastructure should be treated using the com- 
bination of urban and rural areas (Projektgebiet, n. d.). 

Altogether, three regions in the metropolitan area have been chosen as mod- 
els. While the first region, called STB, is located in the northwest, the region 
Ltibeck/ Nordwestmecklenburg (LNWM) is in the northeast and the third re- 
gion Ludwigslust-Parchim/Liichow-Dannenberg (LPLD) is located in the east- 
ern sector of the Hamburg metropolis (Fig. 2-1). 

These regions were selected because of their location in the hinterlands of 
the metropolis Hamburg. Often, inhabitants of the hinterlands of a metropolis 
identify themselves with the landscapes of even this city — in the case of Ham- 
burg, the Hamburg Harbor, for instance. But actually these people are living in 
other mostly rural regions and have their “own” local landscapes. 


16 Setting of the Assessment 





Fig. 2-1: Metropolitan area of Hamburg and the three chosen regions 











Steinburger 














Ludwigslust-Parchim/ 
Lichow-Dannenberg 








Note: The map in the right of the picture displays the map of Germany as a whole. The marked 
area is the MR HH. The big map shows the MR HH and its districts. The brighter areas are these 
districts that are in contact with the metropolis Hamburg, the darker areas are not. The darkest areas 
show the three regions examined. 

Source: Own illustration. 


2.2.1 Area of Target: Liibeck/ Nordwestmecklenburg 


The region of LNWM is characterized by the Ice Age and located in the valley 
of eastern Holstein and Nordwestmecklenburg (NWM) along the Trave river at 
the Bay of Liibeck (L). It compromises of the Hanseatic city of L, Schénberger 
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Land district (municipals of Selmsdorf, Liidersdorf and Dassow) and the mu- 
nicipality of Kalkhorst®. 

While NWM is relatively sparsely inhabited, L is one of the regional centers 
of Schleswig-Holstein and in the past was one of the most important commer- 
cial centers in the Baltic Sea. The area of this region is about 423 km? and 
226,682 people lived in the region in 2013. 12.3 % of the residents are under 15 
years of age, 65 % between 15 and 65, and 22.6 % are older than 65. The peo- 
ple living in the region are slightly older than the average German population 
(Regional Database Germany). 

The structure of the city is scattered by the Trave and Wakenitz rivers, the 
Elbe-Ltibeck-Canal as well as a lot of green spaces. The medieval city center is 
a UNESCO World Cultural Heritage site. The advantage of this city structure is 
the production of fruits and vegetables, but the disadvantage is the conflict be- 
tween the industrial and green areas. 

As typical elements of this region are semi open and dry habitats, the cliff 
coast with the stone reef in the front and the salty wetlands. Heaths, bogs and 
open farmland with hedgerows are crossed by water. Every spring and fall a lot 
of migrating birds are hatching and nesting, especially in natural reserves of the 
region. Because of this, this region is important for international bird migration 
(Fokusregion Liibeck und Nordwestmecklenburg, n. d.). 


2.2.2 Area of Target: Steinburger Elbmarschen 


The region STB is located in the Holsteinian Marshland of the Elbe in the dis- 
trict of Steinburg. It consists of the cities Itzehoe, Wilster and Gliickstadt and 
all municipalities of Horst-Herzhorn, Krempermarsch and Wilstermarsch. 

In 2013, 78,410 people are living in the region that comprises 488 km?. 
12.9 % of the residents are under 15 years of, 64.7 % are between 15 and 65, 
and 22.4 % are over 65. The people living in this region are also slightly older 
than the federal average (Regional Database Germany). A small area analysis 
of the population development showed a significant decrease in this region (- 
6.5 %)°. 

During the 12" century, the cultivation of the marshland of the Elbe started 
with cooperation of Dutch colonists. Today the region is characterized by nar- 
row and long farmland with surface drains and terpenes. The so-called “Bar- 
ghus” shows the typical building culture of this time. With the development of 
windmills that are able to scoop water, the area of Steinburg could be cultivated 





8 The municipality Kalkhorst did not participate on the survey and could therefore not be ana- 
lyzed with the data. 

9 The data originates to the national account system of the federal states and the Federal Em- 
ployment Agency. 
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for population and agriculture. The only windmill during this time was found in 
Honigfleth, close to Wilster. Before the founding of Gliickstadt in 1617, the 
cities of Krempe and Wilster were the main cities of this region. Gliickstadt is 
famous for its historical city center as well as the “Gliickstadter Matjes” and the 
“Glickstadter vegetables”. Today the railroad embankment, bridges out of steel 
framework and lockage are important for regional identification. 

Since the 1970, the visual landscape changed due to restructuring in the ag- 
riculture sector and as a consequence thereof, the decrease in agricultural, ex- 
pansion of the infrastructure, and trenches that are surrounded by pipes and 
modern instead of historical farmhouses. The expansion of regenerative ener- 
gies also changes the cultural landscape in this region and causes conflicts with 
the residents regarding their living quality. Furthermore, the newcomers into 
the region were given the opportunity to use the older dwellings and conse- 
quently preserve the historical farmhouses (Fokusregion Steinburg, n. d.). 


2.2.3 Area of Target: Ludwigslust-Parchim/ Liichow-Dannenberg 


The third region consists of the district Luchow-Dannenberg (LD) as a whole in 
the southeast and a part of the district Ludwigslust-Parchim (LP) in the north- 
eastern section of the Hamburg metropolis. The region is split by the Elbe (riv- 
er). The part of LP is comprised of Démitz-Malli8, 13 municipalities of Ha- 
genow-Land, five of Ludwigslust-Land, three in Grabow and the cities Lud- 
wigslust, Hagenow and Liibtheen. This region is called Ludwigslust- 
Parchim/Liichow-Dannenberg (LPLD). 

In comparison to the others the region is relatively large with 2,077 km?. In 
2013, 100,726 people lived in this region. The percentage of people under 15 
years of age are 12.1 %, while 63.6 % are aged between 15 and 65 and 24.3 % 
are over 65. The population development shows a negative trend given that the 
development coefficient from 2008 to 2012 was -27.9 (STB -14.5, LNWM 
3.6)". 

Forests and bogs are formative habitats of this region. The use of agriculture 
and the backfilling of drawdowns changed the visual landscape. The close to 
nature areas in the South and the North of the Elbe are protected as UNESCO 
biosphere reserve. Across the region, there was the inner German border and 
the areas around the border are even more unimpaired natural areas. But the 
past location of the inner German border accounts for the poorer infrastructure 
and could be therefore be a negative influence on the emigration — especially of 
younger people. 





10 The data originates of the Regional Database Germany, the State office for statistics of Nieder- 
sachsen, Hamburg, Schleswig Holstein and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern. 
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The settlement development and the cultivation of the landscape of this re- 
gion are documented in the chronicle. Some archeological sites show settle- 
ments since the Bronze Age, and in particular the circular villages in the part of 
LD are UNESCO World Culture Heritage sites. In this part of LP there are sun- 
dry monuments that document previous settlement. 

Especially the sandy grounds in the part of the region of LP have ideal con- 
ditions for the growth of sea buckthorn. Additionally, in the south part of the 
city Ludwigslust there is bog iron ore mining. For this part of LD, the large 
amount of artists is indicative because it is popular due to the recurrent cultural 
event, the so-called “Kulturelle Landpartie” (Fokusregion Griese Gegend-Elbe- 
Wendland, n. d.). 


2.2.4 Some Operating Numbers of the Regions 


Regarding the socioeconomic data, there are some differences between the re- 
gions that show it is meaningful to compare them. The regions differ in terms 
of the residents per area and therefore in their urbanity: In LNWM, there are 
living 536 people in one km? (Tab. 2-1). This figure is lower in the other re- 
gions (STB 161 and LPLD 48). The number of people younger than 15 or older 
than 65 are almost similar in each region, but the demographic development per 
1,000 residents differs. While the index is positive for LNWM, for STB and 
LPLD it is negative. That indicates that both regions are shrinking — LPLD 
even more than STB. The Buying Power Index (BPI) per resident differs be- 
tween the regions: The BPI of LPLD is about 10 units lower than that of STB, 
while LNWM is in between. The job density is a number that shows further 
differences between the regions: its figure is about 62 % for LNWM and 45 % 
for LPLD. STB is closer to LNWM, with a job density of 55 %. As a conse- 
quence of the different rate of urbanity and the job density, the economic struc- 
ture differs: L has the highest specialization in the service sector, while LP, LD, 
NWM and STB still have a relatively high rate of jobs in the agriculture sector. 

The description of the regions could also be characterized from the covered 
areas in each. The region of LNWM is the most urbanized area, with also 37 % 
for the district of L and 9 % for NWM of residential estate and traffic, followed 
by the district of Steinburg. While the percentage of the land coverage for the 
region of LNWM is slightly higher than for Germany, it is lower for the district 
of Steinburg. The districts of LP and LD show the lowest percentage of areas 
covered with these land uses. 
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Tab. 2-1: Overview of some of selected operating numbers of the selected regions 

















LNWM STB LPLD Germany 
Residents per square kilome- 536 161 48 226 
ter (2013)! 
Residents younger than 15 12,3% 12,9% 12,1% 13,1% 
years (2013)! 
Residents older than 65 years 22,6% 22,4% 24,3% 20,8% 
(2013)! 
Demographic development 3,6 -14,5 -27,9 -3,1 
per 1,000 residents (2008- 
2012)'2 
Buying Power Index per resi- 92,1 96,6 86,0 100,0 
dent (2012) 
Job density (2013)'4 62,3% 55,3% 45,7% 55,5% 
L NWM Steinburg LP LD Germany 
Working Population Primary 0,2% 41% 5,5% 5,8% 8.4% 1,6% 
Production (2012)*® 
Working Population Seconda- 17,4%  29,9% 24,7% 32,4%  23,8% 24,8% 
ry Production (2012)*® 
Working Population Tertiary 82,3%  66,1% 69,8% 61,7%  67,9% 73,6% 
Production (2012)*® 
Share of areas covered with 36,9% 8,8% 11,1% 74% 8,2% 13,7% 
areas of residential estate and 
traffic (2015)*" 
Share of areas covered with 5,5% 2,0% 0,7% 1,3% 0,3% 1,2% 
recreational areas (2015)*' 
Share of areas covered with 32,5%  71,4% 72,5% 59.5% 51,9% 51,6% 
agricultural areas (2015)*" 
Share of areas covered with 14,4% 13,5% 9,4% 28,2% 37,1% 30,6% 


forests (2015)*" 








Note: * These operating numbers are only available for the whole district. 
Sources: | Regional Database Germany, 2 statistical administrative bodies of Lower Saxony, Ham- 
burg and Schleswig Holstein as well as Mecklenburg-Hither Pomerania (Landesamt fiir Statistik 
Niedersachsen, Statistisches Amt Hamburg und Schleswig Holstein, Statistisches Amt Mecklenburg 
Vorpommern), 3 GfK (Buyer Power Index D=100), 4 Federal Employment Agency, 5 Federal Of- 
fice of Statistics (VGR der Lander). 


With respect to recreational areas, the region of LNWM has the highest per- 
centage of covered land with these areas (L 5.5 %, NWM 2 %). This might be 
accounted for with the areas covered by water and the neighboring areas. For 
LP alone, the land coverage of this areas is higher (same as for Germany) than 
for the other two districts, but because this district is considered along with LD, 
the percentage might be somewhere around the same percentage as that of 
Steinburg district. 

The highest cover of agricultural areas can be found in the district of Stein- 
burg. This is not surprising, given that the cultural landscape in the south is 
mostly covered with meadows of marshland in the south. The second highest 
percentage of the cover of the agricultural areas is shown by the district of 
NWM, but considered with L as a whole, the region gets the lowest percentage. 
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The region of LPLD is in between the other two regions when the districts are 
seen as one region. These percentages are in line with the German average. 
With the exception of the district of LD, the land coverage of forests is low- 
er than the average for Germany. It might also be slightly higher for the consid- 
ered region of LPLD because it consists of the whole district of LD and only a 
small part of the region of LP. Forest could also be found in the region of 
LNWM (L 14 %, NWM 14 %), but the percentage is only half of what is stand- 
ard for Germany. The district of Steinburg shows the lowest rate in the region. 


\® 


Check for 
updates 


3. Survey Methodology 


To capture the perception and the use of the residents, a survey is conducted as 
paper pencil survey or as an online alternative. 


3.1 Implementation of the Questionnaire 


First, every group working in the project and was interested in the survey col- 
lected ideas about the question that would help them answering the question. 
These questions were discussed in several meetings and everyone agreed with 
the draft of the questionnaire. Afterwards the questionnaire was under review 
by the project partners working in the chosen regions described above. Follow- 
ing, there was a discussion with them about the questions and a further version 
was developed and again discussed. At the same time the layout was done and 
the online version rendered. In the end, there was a pre-test done with persons 
living in the region and experts regarding doing a survey (altogether 30 ques- 
tionnaires). The results of the pre-test were worked into the latest draft. 

There were comprised five topics in the questionnaire: use of the region, 
perception of the region, civic engagement, financial engagement and socioec- 
onomic data of the respondent. Most of the questions could be answered using 
a checkmark, but a lot of questions also provided the possibility to write some- 
thing that was not mentioned. On the last sheet survey collection/ drop-off 
points in the region were listed. This offered another opportunity (besides the 
self-addressed stamped envelope) to give the filled questionnaire back to us. To 
motivate to participate in the used survey, almost every region conducted a lot- 
tery where the respondents could win some regional prizes. To participate in 
the lottery, the respondent needed to provide an email address or telephone 
number. The question about further conservation closed the survey. 

Originally, the plan was to mail 5,000 questionnaires per region. The project 
partner working in the chosen regions were able to connect with the person in 
charge in the registration office. If not possible, the identification happened by 
the web and by phone. During this phone call the project and the desire was 
described. 

The first sampling was done for the region LNWM. In this case the first 
written request of surrender of data was done. It included a cover letter, the rea- 
son and conditions for the sampling and the description of the project. The con- 
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ditions for the sampling were a birthdate between the first of January 1926 and 
the 31‘t of December 1996 as well as the region having been the first place of 
residency. This age limitation could be explained by using the arguments of 
Tuan (1990), who stated that young children have a growing perception of spe- 
cific objects in the environmental surrounding. The age limit of 18 was also 
used from Verbié and Slabe-Erker (2009) and Howley, Hynes and Donoghue 
(2012). Additionally, there was a description of the required traits and the 
amount of the sample regarding districts or municipalities. This request needed 
to be permitted by the Ministry of Internal Affairs. The transfer of the data was 
done differently depending on the region. The data of each sample were not 
saved digitally to ensure the privacy of the data. 

The data from the registration offices were first edited to use the data for the 
cover letters (e.g., supplement of the salutatory address, change of text format- 
ting, addition of online-access). The aim was to mail 3,000 questionnaires to a 
random sample in each region. To achieve this, a random number was generat- 
ed in Excel and the sample was sorted again. The first 3,000 people of this table 
were used for the creation of the cover letters. For the print the addresses were 
sorted by zip code because only with this order could the questionnaire be 
mailed as an “info-brief” (a cheaper method to mail a high amount of letters to 
one region). The cover letters were printed in the Niedersachsischen Institut fiir 
Wirtschaftsforschung (NIW), and the questionnaires from a printing company. 
Previous surveys suggested that respondents are willing to answer more often if 
the survey is in their mailbox on a Friday (SurveyMonkey Germany, 2014). To 
achieve the highest response rate possible, the shipping of the questionnaire 
was done in the beginning of the week so that it would arrive at people’s homes 
in time for the weekend. 

The period for answering the questionnaire was limited to six weeks. Before 
the summer holidays the questionnaires for LNWM and one part of LPLD were 
mailed. For the part L of region LNWM, the mailing was done at the 8" of June 
in 2015 (Tab. 3-1). The rest of the region, consisting of 700 questionnaires, was 
sent the survey on the 18" ", On the same date, the 2,000 questionnaires for 
LPLD were shipped. In the beginning of September of the same year, another 
2,000 questionnaires for the other sector of the region LPLD were mailed. The 
questionnaires for the last region STB were shipped on the 24" of September. 





11 More about the divergent number can be found in Chapter 3.4. 
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Tab. 3-1: Data about the questionnaire and its response rates 

















Region Shipped Packed End of pro- Response __Response- Additional 
cess time absolut rate questionaires 

LNWM 2.700 244 9.0% none 

L 2.000 8-Jun-2015 24-Jul-2015 193 9.7% none 
NWM 700 18-Jun-2015 7-Aug-2015 54 7.3% none 
STB 3.000 24-Sep-2015 6-Nov-2015 427 14.2% 56 
EPRS 4.000 599 15.0 % 29 

LP 2.000 18-Jun-2015 7-Aug-2015 193 9.7% 8 

LD 2.000 4-Sep-2015 23-Oct-2015 406 20.3 % 21 








Source: Resident survey. 


For the digitization of the data of the questionnaire, a codebook was devel- 
oped. It describes the variables and their manifestations. The data was digitized 
using MS Excel to offer the opportunity to import the data in almost every sta- 
tistics program. The plausibility of the codebook was proven from student as- 
sistants at the NIW, who checked the logic of the book and answered the ques- 
tions immediately. Moreover, based on the previous experiences with other 
projects, a cost and time projection for the digitization of the questionnaires 
was done by the student assistants. 

In the beginning, there were more meetings regarding the clarification of 
question of the data digitization. These clarifications of some specifics of a 
question were than written down into the codebook. The most often source of 
error was scribbled writing or more crosses than demanded. 

Once the data was digitized, it was reviewed for plausibility using Stata 
(e.g., mistakes). Additionally, the other answers were reviewed (assignment to 
existing variables, possibility of categorization of answers, etc.). All changes 
made during the post-coding were entered into the attachment of the codebook. 
This offers the opportunity to track the changes in the future. 

The more regions were post-coded, the more complicated and elaborate was 
the decoding of the other regions, given the alignment of the already post-coded 
data and the consistency of the decoding in all regions. 


3.2 Responses 


All questionnaires arrived via business replay envelope got a receipt stamp. The 
envelopes collected in the regions had mostly no receipt stamp. The response 
rates in the regions are between 9 and 15 % (Tab. 3-1). 

More people than the random sample had interest in participating in the sur- 
vey, so that the questionnaire offered the possibility for them to be part of the 
survey. This questionnaires were marked to identify these people later on be- 
cause these questionnaires could be distorted the sample. 
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Before the collection of the questionnaire in boxes for the digitization, the 
sections for the lottery and their willingness to accept future contact were sepa- 
rated to warrant the anonymity of the survey. The contact details were entered 
in another table than the data of the questionnaire. With the end of the survey in 
a region, the box with the sections of the lottery was mailed to the partners in 
the region to pick a winner. 

Connelly, Brown and Decker (2003) found that response rates of surveys 
with the subject of natural resources dropped over time. They concluded that 
increasing junk mail and market survey might be the reason for this negative 
development of the response rates. Furthermore, the response rate might also 
been influenced by the surveyed population (here: the general public), the 
length of the questionnaire (here: 10 pages), month of first mailing (Tab. 3-1), 
height of print type and length of hypothetical questions (Connelly et al., 2003; 
Green, 1996; Green, Boser & Hutchinson, 1997; Heberlein & Baumgartner, 
1978). 

Surveys that analyze a specific topic are usually getting higher response 
rates than those that contain broad subject matter (Connelly et al., 2003; Green, 
1996; Green et al., 1997; Heberlein & Baumgartner, 1978). This might also be 
the reason why the response rates are relatively low. But Heberlein and Baum- 
gartner (1978) and Green et al. (1997) found that government-sponsored re- 
search got better response rates that could positively affect the response rate of 
the survey. The months of the mailing might also have an influence, as stated 
by Connelly et al. (2003). The first part of the questionnaires was mailed in 
June, defined by Connelly et al. (2003) as a ‘low response rate’ month. The 
second part of the survey was mailed from September through November. 
Compared with the first part, the response rates were higher. This result con- 
firms the categorization of Connelly et al. (2003). Higher rates could be 
reached if the questionnaires could be mailed from January through March. The 
font of print type and the complexity also could have affected the response rate 
— but complexity would not have a high influence on the response rate (Connel- 
ly et al., 2003). The questionnaire was printed in print type 12, but the com- 
plexity might be a reason for the response rate. During the pretest the partner 
working in the regions noted that some of the question might be difficult to an- 
swer, but because of the research interest of the scientists these questions re- 
quired asking. Heberlein and Baumgartner (1978) found no effect from length 
or complexity. 


3.3 Characterization of the Sample 


The following section characterized the sample by mostly socioeconomic data 
by using some data of the Regional Database Germany (Regionaldatenbank) 
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and the German Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP) for comparison. Hence it 
is necessary that the survey data of is used on almost the same scales as the 
German sample. Only in this case, this comparison allows showing if the sam- 
ple will be similar when distributed to the German population. The representa- 
tive status could be described only for the gender and age of the samples, be- 
cause this data can be found in greater detail than other data. The representative 
status will be the first part of this chapter, followed by the second one, describ- 
ing the sample in more detail. 


3.3.1 Representative Status of Gender and Age 


A test of the homogeneity of the survey data was implemented to say some- 
thing about the representative status of the statistical data. The significance lev- 
el of 10 % was chosen because with this limit, the regions could be clearly dis- 
tinguished between representative and non-representative ones. With a value 
lower than 10 % the sample of the corresponding region is differently distribut- 
ed than the statistic says. If this is the case the statements about the whole 
population in this region could be only interpreted with caution. 

The statistical values regarding the gender are equally distributed in all re- 
gions than it is in the used sample (Fig. 3-1). This indicates that the data of the 
survey can be interpreted as representative. 


Fig. 3-1: Representative status of the gender in each region (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, Regional Database Germany (Effective 2013-12-31), own illustra- 
tion. 


The picture differs with age. A lot of differences between the age classes of 
the survey data and the statistical values could be identified (Fig. 3-2). These 
are more obvious in those classes in the middle. None of the regions, except 
LPLD, is representative on the significance level of 10 %. In reality, there are 
more people living in the region with one of the lower age classes than those 
who answered the questionnaire. The interpretation of the variable age and oth- 
ers should be done very carefully. 
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Fig. 3-2: _ Representative status of the age in each region (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, Regional Database Germany (Effective 2013-12-31), own illustra- 
tion. 


More variables could not be analyzed to get information about the repre- 
sentative status of the survey data because most of the variables are only avail- 
able on the level of the whole district. Because the regions consist of smaller 
units of the districts, the data could not used and compared to the data. 


3.3.2. Characterization by Using Some Other Variables 


The first variable that is analyzed is nationality. It can be seen that data is only 
available for the Regional Database Germany (Tab. 3-2). It shows that in Ger- 
many, 8 % of the population has a different nationality than German. For the 
overall sample, the rate is only 1 %. The highest percentage is shown in the 
region for LNWM (1.2 %). One reason for this difference could be the different 
structures of the regions. It seems other nationalities are more common in urban 
areas. The sample for these analyses includes two relatively rural areas and 
therefore a smaller percentage of different nationalities. This will also imply 
that the German sample is in this case is different to the sample used. 

The living conditions show some over and underrepresentation. While in 
the survey sample, the individuals living alone are about 15 % in each sample, 
for Germany it displays values of about 40 % of the SOEP and 37 % for the 
Regional Database Germany. This indicates an underrepresentation of people 
living alone. An overrepresentation is shown for the households with two per- 
sons. The sample of Germany shows in almost both sources a rate of about 
35 %. The survey sample displays values of about 54 %. This implies that there 
is an overrepresentation in the case of people living in households with two 
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persons. These two phenomena might be explained by the over and underrepre- 
sentation of age. Usually, younger people more often live alone while older 
people usually with their spouse. The condition to live with more than three or 
more persons is almost in line with the German statistics (Fig. 3-2). In most 
cases, these are middle-age families. This class seems neither over nor under- 
represented in the survey sample. 


Tab. 3-2: Numbers for the characterization of the sample 











Regional 
Database 
Germany 
Sample LPLD STB LNWM (2011) SOEP (2013) 
Other nationality 0,9% 0,8% 0,7% 1,2% 8% (.) 
Lives alone 16,1% 17,7% 14,1% 15,6% 37% 40% 
Lives with two 
persons 52,0% 52,0% 49,9% 55,3% 33% 34% 
Lives with three 
or more people 30,4% 27,7% 35,3% 28,7% 30% 26% 
Lives in own 
property 73,8% 73,7% 77,9% 67,1% 46% 46% 
No graduation 0,7% 1,0% 0,7% 0,0% 5% 3% 
Mainschool 19,2% 17,8% 23,1% 15,5% 36% 32% 
Middleschool 36,8% 37,4% 36,2% 36,6% 29% 24% 
High school 16,3% 15,6% 18,3% 14,3% 20% 27% 
College 27,0% 28,2% 21,7% 33,6% 8% (. 
Fulltime work 45,9% 45,9% 45,3% 47,1% 31% 37.7%* 39.1%* 
Part-time work 13,0% 10,8% 16,1% 12,8% 10% 11.6%* —11.1%* 








Note: (.) indicates data that was not available in the database, *only West Germany, * only East 


Germany. 
Source: Resident survey, Regional Database Germany (Zensus 2011), German Socio-Economic 
Panel Study (SOEP) Group (2015a, 2015b). 


The rate of living in the own property is relatively high for the survey sam- 
ple compared with the data out of the Regional Database Germany and the 
SOEP. While both rates for Germany show rates about 46 %, it is about 73 % 
in the survey sample. The values indicate that in more rural settings people live 
in their own property while in more urban areas most people rent. Because the 
selected regions are almost rural except the part of L out of LNWM, the rate of 
the property owners could be explained. 

The survey sample display some over and underrepresentation in the case of 
the educational level. Especially, the lower educational levels of no graduation 
or high school are underrepresented while the higher education like graduation 
from college is overrepresented. The rate for Germany shows about 4 % of 
people without any high school degree; the survey sample has the highest rate 
for the region of LPLD and the lowest one for LNWM. Regarding the main 
school, the result is similar. The German rate is about 34 % but in the survey 
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sample it is underrepresented by about 20 %. Regarding middle school, the 
rates are the opposite. The survey samples show rates of about 36 %, while the 
German rates are lower with about 30 % for the Regional Database Germany 
and of about 24 % of the SOEP. This implies an overrepresentation of the mid- 
dle school graduation in the survey sample. In comparison with the Regional 
Database Germany (20 %), the rates of high school graduation is relative low 
(about 17 %), while the college degree is definitely overrepresented with about 
30 % in the survey sample and 8 % for Germany as the whole. In comparison to 
the SOEP where high school and college are added, the rates of the survey 
sample are even higher (about 43 % while 27 % for the SOEP and 28 % for the 
Regional Database Germany, respectively. This implies that not only the mid- 
dle school is overrepresented, but also people with higher degrees were as well. 
It might be the case that people with higher education are more interested in 
their region and therefore answered the questionnaire more often than people 
with lower levels of education. 

The last variables that could be compared are regarding the full and part- 
time work. Regarding the full-time work, the rates of the survey sample are 
higher than these for Germany (31 % Regional Database Germany). The data of 
the SOEP were only available separately for East and West Germany, but with 
almost the same rate (39 % East respectively 38 % West). Regarding part-time 
work, the rates of the survey sample are slightly higher than for Germany (10 % 
Regional Database Germany, | 1 % SOEP East, 12 % SOEP West). 

Overall, the sample seems to be in more cases to be different from the Ger- 
man population than to be similar. It might be the case that there are other as- 
pects that are not considered, but with the data analyzed this cannot be con- 
firmed. 


3.4 Difficulties Regarding the Survey 


There were some difficulties regarding the implementation of the questionnaire. 
One the one hand it was not possible to get any response from one of the dis- 
tricts of the region LNWM that we would like to integrate. Therefore the full 
amount of 3,000 questionnaires in this region could not be realized. 

When the envelopes were packed with the cover letter, the questionnaire 
and the business reply envelope for the region of LNWM and LP, the postal 
service went on strike. As a result, some of the questionnaires arrived late in the 
region and in some cases the allotted time for answering the questionnaire ex- 
pired. This might be one explanation why the response rate of LNWM is rela- 
tively low in comparison to the other regions. The region of LPLD had a rela- 
tive high response rate for, so that the response rate is still relatively high. 
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Because there were already mailed 2,000 questionnaires to the residents in 
region LP, the same amounts were mailed to the other part of the region. There- 
fore, in this region 4,000 questionnaires were mailed to the residents instead of 
the 3,000 originally planned. 

Moreover, the partners in STB and LPLD wanted people who did not get a 
questionnaire to be involved via random sampling. These questionnaires were 
labeled and mailed out to these interested people. Because of the sign these 
questionnaires could be picked out. Otherwise the random sample could be bi- 
ased by these answers, since usually these people might be more interested in 
the topic or at least in the region than the people in the random sample. But 
these questionnaires might be relevant for some of the project partners to gather 
more information. 

The last difficulty regarding the questionnaire itself was the form of repre- 
sentation for the regions and their residents, because there was the desire to 
want to display results that are relevant for one or more doctoral thesis. There 
was only done a descriptive analysis to make sure that every project partner 
will be the first to use the results for their doctoral thesis. 


Check for 
updates 
— 
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4 Measurement of the Valuation of Cultural Landscapes 


This part of the doctoral thesis is about the method chosen for the valuation of 
the cultural landscapes in the selected regions. The first section describes some 
approaches that are used in the literature to determine a value in the case of 
monetary value. Additionally, the choice of the method is described. Properties 
and limitations are shown in the second part of this chapter. Following these, 
critics that can be found in the literature about using the approach of the WTP 
are presented. These critics were considered in the creation of the questionnaire 
and the aim was to avoid the mistakes that could be followed by the critics. The 
chapter ends with a short discussion of its suitability in practice. 


4.1 Approaches, Methods and Techniques of the Valuation of Cultural 
Landscapes 


Because of the public character of the landscape, it is tough for the participants 
to convert their landscape valuation into a concrete number (Hackl & Pruckner, 
1999; Ryan & Spash, 2011,) without having an idea of a concrete value as 
comparison. There are different options to determine the value of a public good 
like a cultural landscape: indirect and direct approaches to measure the valua- 
tion. While indirect approaches assume that the consumption of the public good 
needs a purchase of another private good, the price of this private good is as- 
sumed to be the value of the public one. The direct approach asks the individu- 
als directly about a value for a public good (Job & Knies, 2001; Karkow & 
Gronemann, 2005). For each approach a short explanation of two methods is 
presented: hedonic pricing and choice experiments for indirect measurements 
and travel costs and CVM as direct approaches. 

Hedonic pricing is a method that deals with market outcomes because the 
sold good (e.g., a house) has qualities that are special to the market. The indi- 
vidual values the good by using different components of it (Pruckner, 1995). As 
example for this, Haab and Connell (2002) named the effects of air pollution 
(non-market value) on house prices (at least market-induced). The respondents 
are asked for different prices for an identical house with only a difference in air 
pollution, for instance. The price variation between the house with less or high- 
er air pollution is interpreted as the value of this difference in the prices (Haab 
& Connell, 2002; Pruckner, 1995). 
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Choice experiments trace back to conjoin analyses used mathematical psy- 
chologies. By using choice experiments, the utility is confronted with the costs 
of a specific good. In this method the valuation is a derivative of different deci- 
sions of the participants regarding different scenarios of qualities of the ana- 
lyzed good. For instance, when a study analyzes a landscape, there are different 
scenarios for this landscape regarding a higher degree of buildings in the land- 
scape, a high degree of maintenance and care, a low degree of maintenance and 
care, with new roads crossing the landscape and the landscape if nothing would 
happen. The participant does not need to give a concrete value for the good; he 
or she just stated the preferences between two scenarios that are changing. Af- 
terwards the researcher is able to determine a ranking of the different scenarios. 
One big advantage of this method is the possibility to consider the multidimen- 
sionality of environmental goods (Schmitz, Schmitz & Wronka, 2003). 

Travel costs method is based on a specific good and the question to the 
sample is how far the sample would drive for a visit of this good. The value of 
this good is displayed by the distance and the driving costs to reach it (Burt & 
Brewer, 1977; Mitchell & Carson, 1989; Pruckner, 1995). This method could 
be seen as critical for the valuation of residents because the values get higher if 
the person lives far away, implying that the values for the residents is lower 
than for tourists (Bishop & Heberlein, 1979; Haab & Connell, 2002). This 
method also does not include changes in quality of the good over time (Bishop 
& Heberlein, 1979). 

CVM" was especially developed to compare costs and benefits of environ- 
mental goods (Throsby, 2007; Venkatachalam, 2004) and to determine the val- 
ue of protecting cultural landscapes (Job, 2003). This method traces back to the 
theory of economic value of a good (Hicks, 1939) and the utility model de- 
scribed by Maler (1974). The utility model describes individual’s preferences 
for consumption of private goods with a given budget and has the aim to de- 
termine welfare for the population’®. The risk of a failure through the price 
mechanism is still given as in all utility models (Marangon & Visintin, 2007). 
The determination of a consumer surplus (calculated by using the hypothetical 
value of the sample and the actual costs of the government for the public good) 
usually is the objective of a CVM analysis (Heyne, Meannig & SiiRmuth, 2009; 
Job & Knies, 2001). Using this method, there are hypothetical markets created 
where the public good is tradable like a private good because a public good is 
not tradable in an actual market (Heyne et al., 2009; Job, 2003; Karkow & 
Gronemann, 2005; Mitchell & Carson, 1989; Pruckner, 1995). This supports 





12 The history of the development of the method is described in detail by Mitchell and Carson 
(1989). 
13 The formal derivation of this method is described by Hanemann (2001). 
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the determination of a value for the public good. The participants are asked 
about a maximum payment for an improvement of the good (WTP) or the min- 
imum compensation of the good that remains constant or gets worse (willing- 
ness to accept, WTA) (Carson et al., 2001; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; 
Pruckner, 1995; Venkatachalam, 2004). Both answers reflect the personal valu- 
ation, individual preferences and the indifference of a person regarding a 
change in the good in form of money (Haab & Connell, 2002; Mitchell & Car- 
son, 1989; Pruckner, 1995; Ryan & Spash, 2011). 

The CVM assumes that each individual is able to judge landscapes as valu- 
able for their welfare (Throsby, 2003), but it could also used for different or 
similar purposes (Carson et al., 2001). For instance, there are other studies, us- 
ing the values of events like the World Cup (e.g., Heyne et al., 2009) or for 
building a new sports stadium (e.g., Johnson & Whitehead, 2000). The most 
advantage of this method is the flexibility and simplicity (Howley et al., 2012). 

The analyses use CVM because it is suitable to ascertain the individual’s 
valuation of residents for different landscapes. It offers the possibility to illus- 
trate a monetary value of the individual valuation, preferences and indifference 
concerning changes of the good (Haab & Connell, 2002; Mitchell & Carson, 
1989; Pruckner, 1995; Ryan & Spash, 2011). This method makes it possible to 
examine the landscape perception as a whole while other methods examine the 
perceptions of specific landscape elements (Swanwick et al., 2007). Additional- 
ly, a comparison between different regions or landscapes is only feasible with a 
holistic view on the landscape. Additionally, the aim of this thesis is to deter- 
mine a value of current landscapes instead of improvements. This might help 
the respondents to determine the value of the landscape, because they are able 
to go there right away. Furthermore, its use is seen as an appropriate approach 
because money has an almost equal value for everyone (Hossack & An, 2014). 

Travel Costs are not adequate because usually residents are not traveling to 
the landscape like tourists do. Hedonic prices are not reflecting the assessment 
of the landscape in subjectivity of the residents and further, the prices for the 
houses are changing over time. The method of the choice experiments was not 
possible because of the possibility to access the landscape and the analyses of 
the perception of real landscapes in each region. CVM is also the most fre- 
quently used method to estimate a value of an environmental good in the litera- 
ture (e.g., Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Kim et al., 2015; Molina et al., 2016; 
Santos, 2001). 

There are different CVM techniques to determine the WTP. One technique 
is the bidding game, based on an auction, where the sample needs to answer the 
question if he or she would buy a good for stated prices (Mitchell & Carson, 
1989). The stated prices increase or decrease depending on the answer of the 
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respondent. The game stops when the individual would be willing to pay the 
stated amount of money and this amount is interpreted as the valuation of the 
good (Haab & Connell, 2002). The discrete choice approach just asks yes or no 
questions with selected amounts of money (Haab & Connell, 2002). If the re- 
spondent is able to personally express an opinion on the price for the public 
good, the direct method is conducted (Haab & Connell, 2002). This is also 
known as the open-ended approach. In the closed-ended approach the respond- 
ent get different prices presenting by a scale (Vélkner, 2006). A payment card 
uses a direct question approach by using a visual aid (Mitchell & Carson, 
1989). The respondent has the possibility to choose stated amounts of money 
(stated values or between the stated values) included the “don’t know” and 
“don't answer” (Hackl & Pruckner, 1999; Howley et al., 2012; Mitchell & Car- 
son, 1989). Usually, its answers are lower than these of closed-ended approach- 
es (Hackl & Pruckner, 1999). Another technique asking for a monetary valua- 
tion is the referendum format. The sample is asked if they would pay a specific 
amount of money for an improvement for instance by using an entry fee 
(Boyle, 2003; Morrison & Dowell, 2013). 

The doctoral thesis uses the WTP approach as an indicator for the percep- 
tion of the current landscape. The data show that this treatment is more appli- 
cable than using the monetary value in the following the analyses. Because of 
the use as an indicator, during the analyses, WTP or valuation can be under- 
stood as synonymous with perception of the landscape. 


4.2 Properties and Limitations of Willingness to Pay 


Questions related to CVM can be asked in a personal or a written survey. Most 
frequently, the questions of interests are asked during a personal interview 
(Mitchell & Carson, 1989). As stated by Carson et al. (2001) personal inter- 
views carry the risk that the interviewee answers in a way that is social desira- 
ble (Mitchell & Carson, 1989) or that they do not have enough time to come to 
a value for the landscape that could be adequate for them (Swanwick et al., 
2007). This could result in an overestimation of the real WTP. Moreover, in 
personal interviews complex questions are often explained from the interviewer 
in their own words, which could distort the results. Therefore, other studies use 
a mail survey (e.g., Job, 2003; Kammerer et al., 1996; Marangon & Visintin, 
2007). Kaltenborn and Bjerke (2002) mixed both survey methods to get more 
answers. They just mailed the questionnaire to these people who were interest- 
ed during the personal interview to fill a questionnaire. Carson et al. (2001) 
stated that respondents of mail surveys tend to be more interested in the good 
than the non-respondents (called sample nonresponse bias). On the other hand, 
all information needed has to be provided in the mail survey because the sam- 
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ple has no possibility to ask question about the analyzed good (Mitchell & Car- 
son, 1989). Therefore, both methods of data gathering have advantages and 
disadvantages. Within the project, the partners decided to gather data by using a 
mail survey, because the aim was to avoid the bias of socially desirable an- 
swers. 

The hypothetical market should be described as plausible as possible 
(Mitchell & Carson, 1989) — otherwise an information bias can occur (Ven- 
takachalam, 2004). The interpretation of the results of a survey with incomplete 
information should be carefully because only if all information is given, the 
results could be interpreted in the right way (Carson et al., 2001). Therefore, it 
is necessary to give enough information about the public good even if the in- 
formation is not complete (Throsby, 2003). For the question of the WTP, the 
questionnaire shows photographs of the landscapes in the examined regions 
that already exist and the sample were pleased to answer the question how 
much they were willing to pay for preservation, protection and design of the 
imaged landscapes, additional to the taxes they already paid (Fig. A 1). Hence, 
there was not a future development created or an improvement shown, the 
questionnaire tries to sustain the status quo of the good and used therefore cur- 
rent landscapes. This procedure could minimize the risk of a too hypothetical 
situation and therefore decrease the risk of a low external validity as described 
by Vélkner (2006). 

The questions in the questionnaire used a scale from 0 euros to more than 
100 euros for determining the valuation of the landscapes in the regions (Fig. A 
1). This scale should support the sample to find an answer of this question, but 
especially the risks of non-bidders might be relatively high (Spash, 2008). For 
this reason, the possibility of the value 0 euros was offered. But this approach 
(closed-ended) of the WTP leads to the problem, that the sample might give 
only vague answers or do not think about the real value of the landscape be- 
cause the prices are already given (Bateman & Tumer, 1992; Mitchell & Car- 
son, 1989; Vélkner, 2006). In contrast, the open-ended approach can have a 
high amount of zero WTP and some values above all others and could be posi- 
tively skewed (Carson et al., 2001; Ryan & Spash, 2011; Vélkner, 2006). But 
in the case of the open-ended approach there is no starting bias (the start of the 
scale can influence the answer of the sample) (Ventakachalam, 2004). Both 
approaches are criticized in the literature because of its validity, but they are 
still appropriate to estimate the value of a good because they are easy to im- 
plement and have lower costs as other approaches (Vélkner, 2006). As stated 
by Hackl and Pruckner (1999) and Arrow et al. (2001), the format of the an- 
swers combined to some extent the closed-ended and the referendum format. 
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Hypothetical bias occurs due to the technique itself and is seen as one of the 
most problems of this method (Bateman & Turner, 1992; Mitchell & Carson, 
1989). An attempt was made to minimize this bias by using real landscape in 
each region and asking what the residents of the region were willing to pay in 
additional taxes for the preservation, protection and design of their own land- 
scapes. They did not need to assume a change in the landscape. 

Aggregating WTPs for different landscapes in one single measure leads to 
an overestimation of the WTP, because theoretically each new good decrease 
the individual's available income (Carson et al., 2001). The questionnaire stated 
explicitly that the amount of money would be additionally for taxes and that 
each cultural landscape should be rated independently (Fig. A 1). For the anal- 
yses, a dummy variable that was created showing if a person was willing to pay 
for at least one landscape — but this is not an aggregate like Carson et al. (2001) 
had talked about. 


4.3 Critics of the Measurement 


The question of the WTP is challenging for the respondents because they usual- 
ly do not need to know how much they would pay for a specific public good 
that they have never bought before (because they do not have to). Therefore the 
statement of the amount of payment might not be stable. This can be tested 
through asking the question at different times and comparing the data (Bateman 
& Tumer, 1992; Vélkner, 2006). The questionnaire was designed to ascertain 
the recent situation in the regions where the participated people are living. Be- 
cause of the relatively low response rate in some cases, it does not seem to be 
adequate to ask the same sample again later on. 

Additionally, the respondents have no incentive to answering their true 
WTP (Vélkner, 2006), even because the true WTP is typically an unobserved 
value of the good (Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009). By comparing the results of 
WTP and the true WTP by Verbié and Slabe-Erker (2009), the same variables 
displayed as significant. Therefore the following analyses do not make a differ- 
ence between WTP and true WTP. But the true WTP has to deal with another 
problem: Usually, the respondent has stated in advance that the actual cost is 
lower than the WTP (Bishop & Heberlein, 1979; Ryan & Spash, 2011). This 
was proved by different examinations (Cummings & Harrison, 1994; Neill, 
Cummings, Ganderton, Harrison & McGuckin, 1994) and could also be the 
case in these analyses. It would lead to the conclusion that the WTP estimates 
might be a poor predictor for financial transactions (Campbell, 2007). But the 
aim was to identify the drivers of the valuation of the different landscapes in- 
stead of a comparison of the utility and costs, and therefore this problem might 
not be important to the following analyses. 
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The order of the goods (order bias) plays an important role for setting the 
WTP; the first goods on a list will be valued higher than a good in last place 
(Kahnemann & Knetsch, 1992). Therefore, Verbi¢é and Slabe-Erker (2009) re- 
minded the respondents of their limited income and that they had to distribute 
goods differently, as described in the utility model. The order bias could lead to 
lower amounts of money for the landscapes showing a second or third ranking 
(Mitchell & Carson, 1989) and might explain why the amount of money is 
higher for water (first position) than the other two landscapes (second-last and 
last position), and why the landscapes at the bottom of the list might get lower 
valuations. 

Embedding effect is present if the value of the WTP is widespread because 
some respondents see the good in itself while others see the good as part of the 
whole (Kahnemann & Knetsch, 1992; Pruckner, 1995; Venkatachalam, 2004). 
Kammerer et al. (1996) proved this result by finding a higher WTP for major 
lands. Given that the presence of the embedding effect affects the validity, it 
seems to be necessary to consider the internal validity (Arrow et al., 2001). The 
internal validity for gender (each region) and age (LPLD) was given previously 
in Chapter 3.3.1. The content validity was verified for bond to nature and re- 
gion and the different landscapes. Convergent validity could not be tested, 
therefore it could be stated that at least a medium validity is given. It can be 
concluded that the answers are at least representative for gender in the analyzed 
regions as claimed by Mitchell and Carson (1989). 

The statement of a WTP seems to be demand-based. If the demand of a per- 
son is higher, they might be willing to pay more than a person with lower de- 
mand (Vélkner, 2006). The questions about the bond to nature and to the region 
are able to control for this, but if these variables are adequate to find out the 
demand of the sample is not clear. 

It might be the case that the sample has answered the question of WTP dif- 
ferent from the own perception because they think the public good will get a 
price in the future and the sample tries to avoid this by saying he or she is will- 
ing to pay nothing (McFadden, 1998, Vélkner, 2006) or answered it in a social 
desirable way (Kim et al., 2015). This worry already was discussed in the pre- 
test of the survey. Another alternative could be the perception of unfairness 
regarding the allocation of the money by the government for the protection of 
the environment and the landscapes (Jorgensen, Syme, Bishop & Nancarrow, 
1999). As payment method named at least 2 % of the whole sample actively 
that the government should pay for the landscapes instead of the population. 
Hartje et al. (2003) and Job and Knies (2001) also found a high proportion of 
respondents who thought that the government is responsible for the preserva- 
tion and protection of landscapes. This could be the case in these analyses as 
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well because the questionnaire reminded the respondents of German govern- 
ment taxes. Verbié and Slabe-Erker (2009) reminded them of the challenges in 
protecting landscapes and Howley et al. (2012) spoke of the importance of ag- 
riculture landscapes on nutrition. The question in the implemented survey was 
if a person would be willing to pay extra money for the landscape. Carson et al. 
(2001) described it as desirable when the individual would think about an actu- 
al situation. But strategic behavior could lead to a lower WTP and could also 
explain the high amount of 0 Euros and protest bids”. Tests of strategic behav- 
ior in a CVM survey have been developed, but could not yet be proven (Cum- 
mings & Harrison, 1994; Pruckner, 1995). This bias could lead to the argument 
stated by Schmitz et al. (2003) that the population does not aspire to the best 
quality landscapes. 

According to Sagoff (1988, cited by Bateman & Turner, 1992), a high pro- 
portion of “protest voters”'® exposes weaknesses in the research. Protest bids 
were almost 20 % in each region or landscape and these bids were left out of 
the analyses, although these people might value the landscape in the same way 
than some of the zero bidders do (Jorgensen et al., 1999), or without giving any 
value (Hartje et al., 2003). It could not be controlled for the exact meaning be- 
hind a protest or a zero bid could not be ascertained. 

Another argument could be free-riding, meaning an individual might be 
selfish and therefore assume that others will give money to the public good and 
hence it does not matter they give any money (Bateman & Turner, 1992; Car- 
son et al., 2001; Samuelson, 1954). Carson et al. (2001) argued because the 
sample just includes the value of the landscape for their own generation instead 
of seeing the landscape as a resource also for future generations it might be a 
lower WTP. 

The aspects of strategic behavior and free-riding would more obvious if the 
focus is on the payment methods questions in the survey. Most of the respond- 
ents (almost 63 %) answered they would like to pay the actual amount of WTP 
as donations. Almost every fourth respondent of the survey of Kammerer et al. 
(1996), Hartje et al. (2003) or Job and Knies (2001) also voted for donations. 
This method does not seem to be adequate for protection, preservation and de- 
sign of cultural landscapes because there is no constant monetary value for the 
landscapes and only a few individuals would actually pay. More interesting are 
the second common answers: entrance or parking fees (both 31 %). Entry fees 





14 Spash (2008) classified protest bidders as bidders of zero Euros but for other reasons than the 
factual value of the environment. The amounts of respondents who protested selecting any of 
the given options do not have the same motivation as respondents who voted for zero WTP. 

15 These are people who are stating nothing instead of using zero. 
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were also the second most given answer in the analyses of Hartje et al. (2003). 
This could be a possibility for continual financial support of the landscapes. 

The comprehensibility is one of the most problems in a CVM examination. 
All respondents have their own life experiences and educational background 
and therefore understand questions in different ways (Mitchell & Carson, 1989; 
Spash, 2008) and therefore the valuation of a landscape could only be a subjec- 
tive valuation of each individual (Campbell, 2007; Job & Knies, 2001; Meinig, 
1979; Schein, 1997). This subjectivity could be observed in the discussion with 
the project partners: while one person understood the question, another one 
asked about the reason of this question or did not understand the context of this 
question. 

Throsby (2007) stated that every CVM has an information failure because 
all information necessary for the valuation could not give (e.g., preferences) 
and not every aspect can be expressed by a monetary value. This could be hap- 
pened in the questionnaire as well, because people value a landscape for differ- 
ent reasons (Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002). For instance, motives or attitudes of 
each individual seem to have an influence on the WTP (Davis, 1963; Ryan & 
Spash, 2011). As Morrison and Dowell (2013) and Kim et al. (2015) found, the 
visits of the landscapes could also be important for the valuation, because only 
an experienced good could be valued (Carson et al., 2001; Hartje et al., 2003; 
Karkow & Gronemann, 2005). 


4.4 Practical Application of the Method 


In the first place, there was done a literature review to understand how a valua- 
tion of landscape could be done. After deciding for the WTP approach, the first 
questions were developed. There was to place two questions into the question- 
naire: one about the WTP and one about the WTA. These questions were first 
presented in a monthly meeting with the other scientific partners involved in 
the project. First comments about the applicability of the WTA approach were 
done from the scientific partners in other disciplines. The comments were about 
the understanding of the question for ordinary people. 

After these comments, both types of question were changed before it was 
presented to the partners that are working for the regions. They had the possi- 
bility to comment on each question. In the first place, these partners crossed out 
both types of question. These partners argued that they were inapplicable to 
ordinary people. Another important argument was that the partners were afraid 
that their residents could think that the public administration would first asked 
about some values for the landscapes and afterwards implement some addition- 
al costs for the preservation, protection and design of the landscapes. This ar- 
gument was not discussed with the scientific partner, but it was understandable 


42 Measurement of the Valuation of Cultural Landscapes 





for each of the partners. The question with respect to the WTA was how to 
come up with answers without any knowledge of the topic. 

Therefore, the question about the WTA was removed from the question- 
naire. It was again revised since one of the aims of the researchers still was to 
determine the value of the landscapes in the region. The question was further 
discussed with each region separately to understand what the regional condi- 
tions were and why the partners had doubts about asking the about the WTP. 

The most discussed issue with the partners of the regions was the topic of 
taxes. They thought that people were not willing to give any additional money 
for their landscapes because of the taxes they already were paying. The taxes 
seemed to be a sensible topic in the regional contexts. It was hard to make them 
understand that the question is only a hypothetical one and that it is not the goal 
to implement additional taxes for improving the regional landscape. Further- 
more, the partners feared that people working together with them could be put 
off by this question. This would lead to bad press for the project, which was 
only one year in progress when the questionnaire was deployed. 

After some discussions, the partners in the regions agreed that the question 
could be asked. But they attached some restrictions regarding the wording of 
the question: The text needed to be included that the stated amount of money 
for the preservation, protection and design of the landscape is additional to the 
taxes the residents are already paying (Fig. A 1). However, there needed to be a 
disclaimer before the question was asked that at the moment these were being 
funded by the government. Additionally, this text described some examples for 
what the government uses the money for in cases of preservation, protection 
and design of the regional landscapes. The last sentence of this description ver- 
balized that an additional amount of money from the population could be done 
with further investments for preservation, protection and design of the land- 
scapes. 

This process shows that the practical application might be more difficult 
than a researcher would think. In some cases, research might be too theoretical 
to understand the hardships that are present in practice. The work with partners 
in the area of public administration reveals these hardships. Research must take 
into account that such partners are politicians who need to be careful with what 
policies they support. In this case, research might benefit from a discussion 
with partners working in the actual settings/locales, because for the respondents 
the questions might then be easier to understand. 


Check for 
updates 


5 Variables of Interests 


The most frequently used questions and their manifestations are presented here 
in more descriptive detail than in the analytical chapters. These evaluations are 
just to get a feeling about the questions and the possible answers. 


5.1 Willingness to Pay 


For the perception of the landscapes the Question 4.2 of the survey (Fig. A 1) 
was used. The question asked what amount of money a person would be willing 
to pay privately and monthly (in addition to the taxes they already pay) for the 
preservation, protection and design of the landscapes that are presented in the 
pictures below. The landscapes are typical landscapes that were photographed 
in each region and so the landscapes differ by region. The questionnaire 
showed different photographs for the region of LPLD because the region is 
bigger than the others and the people might have a relationship with the land- 
scape they know. Given that the regional landscapes differ, the results are pre- 
sented by landscape type. The possible answers were identical in each region: 
Respondents had the possibility of answering with one of the following: “0 eu- 
ro”, ’1—5 euros”, “6-10” euros, “11—20” euros, “21—50’ euros, “51—100 euros’, 
“more than 100 euros”. 

The WTP for the water landscape was asked in each region. The differences 
between the regions are minimal (Fig. 5-1). In the LNWM region and STB 
54 % of the sample are not willing to pay any money for the preservation, pro- 
tection and design of the landscapes; the amount is a bit higher for LPLD. Be- 
tween 29 % and 23 % of the respondents, depending on the region, are willing 
to give at least 1 to 5 euros for the water landscape. This indicates that in the 
region LNWM 17 % and in the region of LPLD 18 % of the sample is willing 
to give more than 5 euros monthly. This amount of people willing to give more 
than 5 euros monthly for the landscapes is with 20 % even higher for the region 
of STB. 
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Fig. 5-1: | Valuation of the water landscape (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The city landscape could also be found in every region and was therefore 
asked in each region. The percentages in each region show some similarities. 
Compared to the water landscape before, fewer people are willing to give any 
money for the preservation, protection and design of the landscape (66 % for 
the region LWM to 72 % for the region of STB, Fig. 5-2). Most willing to pay 
is the region of LNWM: about 20 % are willing to give 1 to 5 euros monthly 
and additional to the taxes for the landscape preservation. At least 14 % of the 
sample in this region is willing to pay more than 5 euros monthly. The other 
two reasons are less willing to pay: 17 % (STB) and 18 % (LPLD) are willing 
to pay | to 5 euros for the landscape protection for their regional city land- 
scapes, while 11 % of the respondents of STB and 12 % of these of LPLD are 
willing to give more than 5 euros for the city landscape. 


Fig. 5-2: Valuation of the city landscape (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The WTP for the village landscape is a bit higher than the WTP for the city 
landscape and a bit lower than for the water landscape. In the region of LNWM 
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is 66 % of the sample not willing to pay any money for the village landscape, 
while this amount is lower for the other two regions (Fig. 5-3). For these two 
regions, 58 % respectively 57 % of the sample is willing to pay. Differences 
can also be seen in the amount of respondents who answered that they would be 
willing to pay 1 to 5 euros: While it is for the region of STB and LPL 25 % 
each, in the sample for LNWM only 19 % would be willing to pay this amount. 
Consequently, the amount of people willing to pay more than 5 euros monthly 
for the village landscapes in their region is higher for these two regions (17 % 
for the region STB and 18 % for LPLD). For the region of LNWM, 15 % is 
willing to give a higher amount of money than 5 euros monthly. 


Fig. 5-3: Valuation of the village landscape (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The landscapes covered by forests, hedges and groves were identified to be 
only important in the regions of LNWM and LPLD. Therefore, Fig. 5-4 does 
not display any values for the region of STB. It can be seen that the region of 
LNWM showed a smaller amount of respondents not willing to pay any money 
for this landscape (52 % LNWM, 57 % LPLD). The amount of people willing 
to pay | to 5 euros is also higher for the region of LNWM with 33 % compared 
to LPLD with 26 %. Even it seems like the sample of LNWM is willing to give 
more for this landscape type, it displays that the respondents of LPLD are will- 
ing to pay slightly higher amount of money that is higher than 5 euros monthly 
(17 %) than the sample of LNWM answered (15 %). 
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Fig. 5-4: Valuation of the forests, hedges and groves (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 














The beach landscape is unique to the region of LNWM in comparison to the 
other analyzed regions. This landscape was therefore not asked in the other re- 
gions. 54 % of the sample is not willing to pay any money for the preservation, 
protection and design of the beach landscape (Fig. 5-5). This amount conforms 
to the amount not willing to give anything for the water landscape in this re- 
gion. Additionally, there are 28 % of the respondents that are willing to pay | to 
5 euros, as also seen for the water landscape. At least 18 % of the sample is 
willing to give a higher amount of 5 euros for the regional beach landscape, 
which is slightly lower than for the water landscape. 


Fig. 5-5: Valuation of the beach landscape (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The farmhouse landscape can be found uniquely in the region of STB and 
was therefore not part of the questionnaire in the other regions. It can be ob- 
served that 64 % of the sample of this region is not willing to pay any money 
for the preservation, protection and design for this landscape type (Fig. 5-6). 
19 % of the respondent of the region STB are willing to give at least 1 to 5 eu- 
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ros monthly for the protection of this unique landscape. Almost the same 
amount of people willing to give | to 5 euros is also willing to give more than 5 
euros monthly — in additional to current taxes. 


Fig. 5-6: Valuation of the farmhouse landscape (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


As the farmhouse landscape, the marshland is also unique in the STB and 
therefore Fig. 5-7 does not show any values for the other two regions. The 
amount of respondents that are not willing to pay any money is slightly lesser 
than for the farmhouse yet still 62 % — albeit, more people are willing to give 1 
to 5 euros for this landscape type (26 %). With the higher amount of giving | to 
5 euros, the amount of people giving more money decreases. While it is 17 % 
of the sample for the farmhouse landscape, it is only 12 % for the marshland. 


Fig. 5-7: Valuation of the marsh land (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The dunes might be interpreted as kind of beach; but the reason they are not 
is because the LPLD region does not have direct access to the sea. Therefore, 
the dunes landscape is unique for the region of LPLD. It can be seen that al- 
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most 67 % of the sample in this region is not willing to pay any money for this 
landscape type (Fig. 5-8). This is the second highest amount in comparison to 
the other examined landscape in this region. Almost one quarter is willing to 
give 1 to 5 euros monthly additional to the taxes for the preservation protection 
and design of this landscape. Due to the two relatively high amounts, the per- 
centage of people willing to give more than 5 euros is less and comes to 10 % 
of the respondents of this region. 


Fig. 5-8: _ Valuation of the dunes landscape (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


5.2 Newcomers, Returnees and Locals 


One of the analyses of the later chapters concentrates on the WTP in relation to 
different resident groups. The residents groups are divided using Question 5.13 
of the questionnaire (Fig. A 1). In this question the respondent is asked since 
when they reside in the region. They have the possibility of marking one of the 
following answers: they live there since birth, lived there since birth but with 
interruptions, or they moved into the region. The people who live in the region 
since they were born are called ‘locals’. People who have left the region for a 
while are called returnees and the people moving into the region are known as 
newcomers. 

Regarding the resident groups, there are some differences between the re- 
gions (Fig. 5-9). It can be seen that most of the sample of the region of LYWM 
moved into the region (66 %). For the regions of STB and LPLD, this amount 
of respondents is lower than for the region of LNWM. Because the amounts of 
returnees are almost similar in each region, the amounts differ between the rates 
of locals in the sample. While it is 22 % for the region of LNWM, it is almost 
10 % higher for the region of LPLD. 
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Fig. 5-9: Duration of living in the region (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


5.3. Volunteer Work 


One of the chapters integrates the volunteer work as for of valuation for the 
landscape. More than one question was asked that are transformed into one so 
that we present more than one question in this part of the variable description. 

The first question that is used is about a future involvement of the respond- 
ents in the specific areas of volunteer work (Fig. A 1). The areas of volunteer- 
ing are animal protection, art/culture/museum, conservation of the environment, 
education/ kindergarten/ school, fire or ambulance service, local history, mon- 
ument conservation, place development, politics, religion/ church, society and 
sports/ exercises. Because of the possibility to have more than one involvement, 
the respondents had the option to mark more than one area of their involve- 
ment. 

It can be seen that the most chosen area for volunteering in the future is in 
every region the society (Fig. 5-10). The respondents of STB show the highest 
rate of being willing to volunteer in this area, followed by the other two regions 
with almost the same amount of willing respondents. 

The second highest area of volunteering chosen by the region of every re- 
gion is the area of the conservation of the environment. The area chosen as 
third option by the respondents is similar for the region of LNWM (20 %) and 
LPLD (18%) with animal protection, but for the region of STB a higher 
amount of respondents would be willing to do some volunteer work in the area 
of education/ kindergarten/ school (17 % to 16 % for animal protection). 

In the three analyzed region, the less favored areas are local history, fire and 
ambulance services or monument conservation. The ranking is the same for the 
regions of LNWM and LPLD, but for the respondents of STB, local history and 
fire or ambulance services need to be changed. 
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Fig. 5-10: Future involvement of the respondents, sorted by area of volunteering (in percent) 











=599) 


@LPLD(n 


=427) 


244) wSTB(n 


a LNWM (n 

















40% 


T 
ss 
co) 








Source: Resident survey, own illustration referring to Matloch et al. (2016). 
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Question 3.8 is used to match the WTV in one of the named areas with the 
true willingness of involvement, because this question asked about the hypo- 
thetical amount of monthly hours the respondent would like to perform future 
volunteer work (Fig. A 1). One of the following answers had to be marked by 
the respondent: | to 2 hours, 3 to 5, 6 to 10 hours, 11 to 20, more than 20 hours, 
or no interest. 

In each region, almost 12 % of the respondents had no interest in any future 
involvement (Fig. 5-11). The differences between the regions are small. The 
amount of people willing to work 3 to 5 or 6 to 10 hours monthly is about one- 
third each. Even the respondents who were willing to invest more than ten 
hours a month for an involvement is about 15 % in each region. 


Fig. 5-11: Overview about the possible hours of a future involvement (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 

















5.4 Life Satisfaction 


Life satisfaction was the last question in the questionnaire (Fig. A 1). Most of 
the residents in each region show a life satisfaction of 7 or higher (Fig. 5-12). 
The highest satisfaction rate is displayed with an 8, which is relatively high 
compared to other results. In the case of the Better Life Index of the Organiza- 
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the German popu- 
lation rated their satisfaction on average with 7, which is also higher than the 
average for all OECD country rankings (Organization for Economic Co- 
operation and Development (OECD) n.d.). In the SOEP, the sample also rated 
the life satisfaction of about 7 (SOEP Group 2015b). Only a few respondents 
said they were not satisfied with their life in the region (about 5 % in each re- 


gion). 
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Fig. 5-12: Overview about the life satisfaction (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


5.5 Use of the region 


The questionnaire started with the question of the use of the region for different 
purposes (Fig. A 1). About 75 % of the residents of each region use their region 
for relaxing (Fig. 5-13). The differences between the regions are small. For the 
region LPLD it could be identify the less use of the region for this purpose (4 % 
not at all, 12 % less often), while the region of LNWM uses the region most for 
relaxing (37 % at least once a month, 39 % almost daily). The manifestation of 
once a month is similar in each region. 


Fig. 5-13: Overview regarding the use of the region for relaxing (in percent) 
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Compared with the relaxing use, the region is not as much used for sports 
activities (Fig. 5-14). About 60 % in each region marked that they would use 
the region for sports once a week or more often. It can be observed that the re- 
spondents of the region of LNWM do not use the region as much as other re- 
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gions their region for sportive purposes (15 %, about 10% in the other re- 
gions). 


Fig. 5-14: Overview regarding the use of the region for sports (in percent) 
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The educational purpose shows that the use could be identified most often 
in the category of less often. The regular use is not distributed as similar as in 
the other purposes described above. While the almost daily use is about the 
same percentage in each region, there are differences between the use of once a 
week or once a month. The respondents of LNWM and LPLD show similar 
percentages of use, but the region of LPLD shows the lowest rate. These are 
almost the same for the use of once a month. Regarding the not using at all op- 
tion, the percentages are almost equally distributed. 


Fig. 5-15: Overview regarding the use of the region for educational purposes (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The last use that will be analyzed in one of the chapters later on is the use of 
cultural purpose (Fig. 5-16). Compared to the other fields of usage, most of the 
people are using the region for cultural purposes less often. This result is simi- 
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lar to the educational purpose. Less people are using the region at least once a 
week or almost daily (between 12 % for LNWM and 6 % for STB). 


Fig. 5-16: Overview regarding the use of the region for cultural purposes (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 
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6 Residents’ Perception of Their Everyday Cultural 
Landscapes — Consistencies and Disparities in Three 
Regions in Germany 


This chapter is about the perceptions of the residents in the examined regions 
with regard to the literature. Its goal is to identify consistencies and disparities 
regarding the literature by analyzing the perception of the residents in the se- 
lected regions. 


6.1 The Importance of Landscape Perception 


Landscapes permanently change over time in most cases unconsciously (An- 
trop, 2005), because the residents experience their regional landscapes day-to- 
day. These unnoticed shifts in the appearance of landscape particularly concern 
everyday landscapes that are simply available in many regions (Groth, 1997). 
Additionally, humans start valuing special places from afar (Szerszynski & Ur- 
ry, 2006) and that excludes in most cases everyday landscapes. But even if this 
change might not be recognized in the beginning of the change, the visual char- 
acter might be change and this could affect the perception of the landscape (de 
Groot & van den Born, 2003; Tveit, 2009). 

Following this development of landscapes sensitivity, this paper analyses 
the perception of everyday cultural landscapes by the population in their corre- 
sponding region. Three questions should be answered: First, how does the resi- 
dent population value different cultural landscapes in their respective region? 
Second, what are the differences in valuation for the same landscape types be- 
tween different sub-regions of the MR HH? Third, which factors have an influ- 
ence on the perception of the different landscapes in each region? 

The approach of this paper will be the comparison of the drivers for percep- 
tions first of each everyday cultural landscape (water, city and village land- 
scapes) in three selected regions and second the comparison of these landscapes 
across the selected regions. The analysis does not address to find an adequate 
economic value for landscapes, but uses the concept of ascertain monetary val- 
ues as an indicator for perception of a landscape. The target groups will be a 
sample of residents in each region, because the aim will be to learn something 
about the role of the landscapes in their lives and the perception of their region- 
al landscapes. This is important not only for research but also for the future 
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development of the landscapes (Antrop, 2005) and how regional planners and 
managers could ensure an effective regional management of these landscapes 
(Vos & Meekes, 1999). This understanding could help these planners and man- 
agers to learn how the perception of their landscapes could be strengthening 
(Swanwick et al., 2007) and thereby the region. 

The adding to the existing literature will be an analysis of everyday cultural 
landscapes in Germany that are real and accessible in three different regions. A 
lot of research used scenarios and not the current landscape. Until now, there 
was no comparison of similar everyday landscapes in different regions found 
that could deepen the understanding of the drivers for the valuation of these 
landscapes. The preferences" for different landscapes of residents is the object 
of interest in this paper, because these people are living next to these land- 
scapes and are those who use and shape them in their everyday life. 

The most interesting variables of the examination are the variables that are 
not often used in the literature before but these might be important indicators of 
the perception of the landscape of an individual'’. One could assume that peo- 
ple with a strong bond to nature are also more involved in the support of land- 
scapes because this support should protect the nature and the individual per- 
ceive the landscape different than people with a lower bond because of this 
bond. Another analyzed and interesting variable is the bond to region. The per- 
ception of the landscapes and the identity of individuals are close to each other 
and if the landscapes are part of the individual’s identity the perception of the 
landscape might be even higher. Additionally, a more close-to-nature living 
environment could be important to the perception of the landscapes around the 
individual. Likewise, the perception of the landscapes could differ among peo- 
ple who moved into the region or moved back into the region, since both 
groups have seen different landscapes and the landscape might be a reason for 
moving. 

In the following chapter, the theory of the landscape perception is provided. 
Next, the findings of the literature are presented and the developed hypotheses, 
derived from the conceptual part, are described. Following is the description of 
the variables and the methodology. This part also contains some descriptive 
analyses. The statistical analysis is done using a logistic regression model be- 
cause of the indicator character of the variable of WTP. The empirical results 
are described next and the hypotheses are tested of approval or rejection. It 
ends with a discussion of the findings and a short conclusion about potential 
future research. 





16 Landscape preference means that an individual likes one landscape better than another one 
(Swanwick, 2009). 
17 See Chapter 6.2.3 for an explanation why these variables are important. 
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6.2 Everyday Cultural Landscapes and Its Perception 


First there is a short description of the theoretical background for landscape 
perceptions as well as findings in the literature concerning the perception of 
cultural landscapes. These constructs are important to deduce the hypotheses in 
the last part of this chapter. 


6.2.1 Perception of Landscapes 


Landscape quality assessment'® can be divided into two dominated approaches: 
the expert and the perception-based approach (Daniel, 2001). While the expert 
approach is highly used in environmental management practices, the percep- 
tion-based approach is mainly used in research (Daniel, 2001). Because of the 
described aim of this research above and the use of quantitative data, some the- 
ories of the perception-based approach will be described. 

In general, landscape perception refers to “the psychology of seeing and at- 
taching meaning to landscape” (Swanwick et al., 2007, p. 4) with the use of 
every sense the individual has (Tuan, 1990). Interests of landscape perceptions 
exist in various disciplines (e.g., psychology, geography, environmental sci- 
ence) and all disciplines have developed their own concepts and theories about 
the perception (Swanwick, 2009; Upham et al., 2009; Zube, Sell & Taylor, 
1982). 

On the psychological and sociological perspective, the construct of attitudes 
seems to be an important construct to explain preferences (Upham et al., 2009) 
but it is complex and uses interpretations by each individual (Swanwick, 2009; 
Swanwick et al., 2007). Usually, this construct is hypothetical and involves 
knowledge, emotions and behavior, and varies in its intensity. It can change 
through information gaining and forms of learning (Upham et al., 2009, Zajonc, 
1980). Attitudes might therefore be helpful to explain differences in perceptions 
by individuals (Upham et al., 2009). In addition to the attitudes, there are those 
who label attachment, environmental values and the ideas of morality as im- 
portant for the interpretation of the landscape and how its perceived (Upham et 
al., 2009). In the following paragraphs, a short description of some selected 
perception-based approaches is given. 

Zube et al. (1982) identified four paradigms for landscape perception that 
could be used for a categorization of these concepts and theories. The expert 
paradigm uses the landscape valuation by trained observer while the psycholog- 





18 Daniel (2001) distinguishes between assessment and valuation. He describes assessment more 
as guess of a number of elements (for instance trees in the forest) and the valuation more as a 
concrete price. Because the price is used as an indicator, this research uses these terms synon- 


ymously. 
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ical paradigm is about the perception of the general public or selected groups of 
the population. The cognitive paradigm tries to identify a human meaning of 
the landscape and the last paradigm is the experimental one that consists of the 
landscape values based on the interaction of human and landscape and its expe- 
rience. All the identified paradigms could be found in concepts of humans as 
well as in landscapes and could therefore help to anticipate the outcome of the 
interaction (Zube et al., 1982). 

Landscape preference theories are more general ones and used as basis for 
more specific theories (Zube et al., 1982). Normally, landscape preferences are 
about why people like one landscape better than another one and also about the 
reason for this liking (Swanwick et al., 2007). These theories itself are about 
the relationship and interaction of humans and their landscapes (Kaplan, 1987; 
Tveit, 2009) and the expected outcome of this interaction (Zube et al., 1982). It 
includes individual contexts like past experiences or socio-cultural aspects 
(Zube et al., 1982). Generally, perceptions of landscapes are formed by visual 
stimuli, especially by non-experts in valuing landscapes (Appleton, 1975; Zube 
et al., 1982). But these stimuli could differ from individual to individual (Aoki, 
1999; Kaplan, 1987). Most of the research using this general theory tried to find 
some indices of preferences (Kaplan, 1987). Identified drivers for preferences 
are gender (e.g., Macia, 1979), age (Balling & Falk, 1982) and the academic 
background (e.g., Kent, 1993), but also the familiarity of the landscape 
(Kaplan, 1987; Kent, 1993). This theory could be assigned to all paradigms, 
depending on the object of examination. More specific theories of landscape 
preferences are the prospect-refuge theory (Appelton, 1975), the landscape aes- 
thetic theory (Ulrich, 1983) and information processing theory (Kaplan, 1987). 

The prospect-refuge-theory was first developed to find preferences for land- 
scapes in paintings (Appelton, 1984). Because of the argument that all individ- 
uals observe the environment in a similar way, the prospect-refuge theory was 
derived from the animal predator behavior (Aoki, 1999). The theory itself was 
developed using concepts of behavior (Appelton, 1984). Prospect within this 
theory refers to an overview of the landscape or the environment and refuge 
refers to a save heaven (Aoki, 1999; Kaplan, 1987). Environmental perceptions 
were identified as important factor for appropriate behavior in the landscape. 
Therefore the developed theory were modified and found application in usual 
landscape perceptions (Appleton, 1984). The prospect-refuge-theory could be 
assigned to the cognitive paradigm (Zube et al., 1982). 

For the landscape aesthetic theory, affect or emotion seems to be the central 
factor for experience with and behavior in the environment for an individual 
and thus for the landscape preferences (Ulrich, 1983; Zajonc, 1980). The aim of 
this theory is explaining why a landscape causes certain emotions in an indi- 
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vidual (Ulrich, 1983) and is to some extent an extension of the theory of Apple- 
ton (Lothian, 2014). The first affect by recognizing a landscape is a general 
emotion like interest of the landscape and needs only a little information for 
evolving these emotions (Ulrich, 1983; Zajonc, 1980). It depends on how 
strong the first affect is — whether an individual is familiar with the landscape 
or not (Zajonc, 1980). Because of this first moment and its emotions and the 
following evaluation, the individual behaves in the landscape or describe it to 
others (Ulrich, 1983; Zajonc, 1980) and therefore observes it. It was assumed 
that complexity might be influence the first affect of the individual, because 
complexity arouses interest. But analyses found low preferences for landscapes 
with high complexity and concluded that this could not explain preferences for 
different landscapes (Kaplan, Kaplan & Wendt, 1972; Ulrich, 1983). Addition- 
ally to complexity, landscapes with natural elements generally tend to be more 
preferred than man-made landscapes without any vegetation (Ulrich, 1983). 
The landscape aesthetic theory could be placed into the psychological, cogni- 
tive and experimental paradigm of Zube et al. (1982). 

The focus of the information processing theory is the gain of information 
and the possibility of having an informational disadvantage by not gaining all 
information about the landscape that could be available (Kaplan, 1987). It in- 
cludes the idea that individuals need to make sense of the environment around 
them and therefore need to interpret it (Stamps, 2004; Zube et al., 1982) and 
uses the learning process changing attitudes described by Upham et al. (2009). 
Processing the information concludes with the preference judgment of the indi- 
vidual (Kaplan, 1987). As people are usually pursuing to additional information 
(Appleton, 1975) an information gain could be used to influence the perception 
of the landscapes (Zube et al., 1982). In general, people tend to prefer natural 
environments over build environments (Kaplan et al., 1972), as mentioned be- 
fore by the landscape aesthetic theory. This theory could be assigned to the 
cognitive paradigm (Zube et al., 1982). A review, made by Stamps (2004) did 
find heterogeneity of the viewed results and therefore suggest more research to 
prove the theory. 

A newer theory by Nohl (2009) describes that in future sustainability would 
be influencing the perception of landscapes. Constructing on this, the author 
identifies four different modes that determine the perceptions of landscapes: 
beauty, fascination, interest, and prosaic experience. These modes are to some 
extent co-determined by the type of the landscape (Nohl, 2009). The mode 
beauty is expressed by the balanced and harmonic order of landscapes (Ritter, 
1962) and has a meaningful structure. The individual is able to comprehend the 
landscape quickly as for instance in traditional cultural landscapes (Nohl, 
2009). This description of the beauty modus is similar to the making sense that 
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is stated by Kaplan (1987) to build landscape preferences (Nohl, 2009). The 
modus of the fascination is about the nature that is not changed by any human 
impacts (Nohl, 2009). The modus of interest depict landscapes with architec- 
tonical elements and natural elements and is often confusing for the observer 
(Nohl, 2009). These landscapes are usually incomprehensible as a whole — even 
if the individual knows that there is coherence within the processes and exactly 
this is attractive for the individual (Nohl, 2009). This modus is often found in 
periphery landscape where the architectonical structure and natural elements 
come together (Nohl, 2009). Both experiences modes can also be find rudimen- 
tarily by Kaplan and Kaplan (1989). Landscapes with intensive agriculture are 
defined as landscapes that are prosaic experienced (Nohl, 2009). These land- 
scapes are often monotonous structured and the natural elements are almost 
gone (Nohl, 2009). 

Most of the theoretical work is done in the research field of environmental 
or landscape planning. Only the theories of Appleton (1975), Ulrich (1983) and 
Kaplan (1987) are integrated in psychology research. But even if these theories 
are located in a different research all authors are showing their interface to en- 
vironmental science. Appleton (1975) started in the field of art, but his theory 
found also application in psychology and environmental science. The same re- 
search areas are served Kaplan (1987). The theory by Ulrich (1983) added the 
area of economics to the existing field. Therefore, all theories are adequate for 
the theoretical background of landscape perceptions. 


6.2.2 Findings in the Literature 


Some studies already looked into the valuation and perception of landscapes, 
for instance in Ireland (Campbell, 2007; Howley et al., 2012), Slovenia (Ma- 
rangon & Visintin, 2007; Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009), the Scandinavia 
(Haugen, 2015; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002), South Europe (Marangon & Vis- 
intin, 2007; Molina et al., 2016) and also in Germany (Hartje et al., 2003; Job, 
2003; Job & Knies, 2001; Kammerer et al., 1996; Krakow & Gronemann, 
2005). The target groups of these examinations differ: some studies compare 
tourists and residents and some just analyze the residents or compare the valua- 
tion of land owners to the general public (Haugen, 2015; Vanderheyden et al., 
2013; Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009). This paper is focusing on the valuation of 
residents in the selected region LNWM, STB and LPLD. 

Many papers refer to experiments of potential future developments of the 
landscape to value different development scenarios for the same landscape in 
comparison (Hartje et al., 2003; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002). The analysis does 
not have the aim of figuring out which type of future development of a land- 
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scape is more preferable to its inhabitants. Instead, real landscapes are used that 
are accessible for everyone, which is not common in the literature (Aoki, 1999). 

Additionally, the already examined landscapes differ from paper to paper. 
More often the existing papers examined symbolic landscapes. Most research 
examined the valuation of this landscape by analyzing protected areas (Molina 
et al., 2016) or vineyards (Job & Knies, 2001; Marangon & Visintin, 2007). 
Vanderheyden et al. (2013) used everyday landscapes to determine preferences. 
Examples for the analyses of these landscapes in the literature are agriculture 
land (Kammerer et al., 1996; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005) or forests (Haugen, 
2015). This analysis is in line with these papers, examining the perception of 
everyday cultural landscapes. 

The comparison of different landscapes within Ireland was used from 
Campbell (2007). Marangon and Visintin (2007) compared the same landscape 
in two different regions while Kammerer et al. (1996) looked at the valuation of 
a landscape using a rural and an urban area. Yet, there was no paper found that 
delved into similar landscapes in different regions. This academic void was also 
identified from Mayer and Job (2014), Morrison and Dowell (2013) and 
Schmitz et al. (2003). This is because the valuation of a landscape could be af- 
fected by specific background variables of the areas and therefore the existing 
studies are not comparable with each other (Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009). 


6.2.3 Hypotheses 


Regarding the conceptual part and the findings of the literature, it could be 
identified that it would be interesting to analyze different landscape types (wa- 
ter, city and village landscapes) in different regions to learn how individual 
characteristics influence the perception of these landscape types. This part of 
the paper is about the landscape evaluation that means to bring the perceptions 
together as a response to an aesthetic landscape quality (Swanwick et al., 2007; 
Unwin, 1975). Regarding the paradigms of Zube et al. (1982), introduced earli- 
er, the analyses could be assigned into the psychological paradigm, primarily. 
This could be stated because Zube et al. (1982) argued that this kind of research 
is mostly a problem-related one and uses the valuation of the general public. 
Kaplan (1987) stated that if there would be no preferences for the environ- 
ments, it would not matter what landscapes are preserved and which ones are 
not. Therefore, it is not surprising, that some research found high preferences 
for their analyzed landscapes (e.g., Campbell, 2007; Howley et al., 2012; Kal- 
tenborn & Bjerke, 2002; Marangon & Visintin, 2007). Some of these studies 
established that the preferences of the used samples are for water landscapes. 
Kent (1993), Kaplan et al. (1972) and Kaplan (1987) concluded that closed- 
nature landscape and more historical sites are preferred over landscapes with 
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houses. Ulrich (1981) argued that especially water is preferred over other land- 
scape types in general because individuals have more positive emotions (e.g., 
relaxing with the sound of running water or blowing winds) regarding water. 
Furthermore, regarding the evolution, this type of landscape is more likely to 
survive for an individual, as explained by the prospect-refuge-theory. Likewise, 
Sauer (1962, p. 45) described the water as “best opportunity to eat, settle, in- 
crease, and learn“ for past generations of people and would therefore explain 
preferences. It might also be possible, that the residents are valuing higher 
close-nature landscapes higher than these of the city or village because they 
think the government is responsible for the preservation of inhabited land- 
scapes’’. All these finding leads to the hypothesis that in all of the three exam- 
ined regions water landscapes are preferred over the other landscapes (H1). 

It could be the case that locals (people who have never left the region) de- 
veloped an identity with their region, which would lead to the fact that locals 
value their landscapes higher than tourists do (Fritz-Vietta et al., 2015, Job, 
2003; Job & Knies, 2001, Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002). The explanation for this 
phenomenon could be that with increasing distance to the examined good the 
valuation of it is decreasing (Kim et al., 2015). This result could not be proven 
by Haugen (2015), who found that forest owners usually value a forest land- 
scape lower than the general public. But forest owners typically have a lower 
distance to the landscape than the general public and therefore this finding dis- 
agrees with the result of Kim et al. (2015). Tuan (1990) stated that especially 
visitors and locals have different perceptions of the landscape because of their 
different viewpoints. While visitors build their perception by using their senses, 
locals include aspects as memories or traditions in their perception of the land- 
scape. This makes for that a visitor observes aspects of the landscape that a lo- 
cal does not see anymore because it is part of the everyday life and therefore, 
the visitors viewpoint is often valid (Tuan, 1990). Von Reichert, Cromartie and 
Arthun (2012) delved into reasons for coming back to a rural American com- 
munity and found that returnees valued the landscapes higher than the locals. 
Especially newcomers are usually free to choose a region and it might be the 
case that they chose the region because of the landscapes. The authors found 
that the newcomers viewed the landscape differently than the locals. Szerszyn- 
ski and Urry (2006) examined the landscape perception of newcomers and lo- 
cals and found differences of their perception: while locals viewed the more 
practical aspects, the newcomers view the landscape character and compare the 
landscape with this of other places. Therefore there might be a difference be- 
tween locals, returnees and newcomers. Because the regions are different re- 





19 This argument was often stated within the development of the questionnaire from our project 
partners working in and for the examined regions. 
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garding their economic power and structure, the comparison could show the 
impact of these reasons in each region. Out of the previous results, there could 
be developed another hypothesis: Locals have a lower valuation for their land- 
scapes than newcomers and returnees (H2). 

The previous findings regarding the impact of the living environment were 
inconsistent regarding the place of living. While Kammerer et al. (1999) found 
that people who live in the city are valuing their environment (the city in this 
case) higher than people living in the countryside; Howley et al. (2012) con- 
cluded the opposite, that people living in the city value the landscapes that are 
not close to them higher than landscapes found around their living area. This 
interaction was also analyzed from Kim et al. (2015), using a metropolitan area 
in South Korea. They concluded that the valuation of the landscape decreases 
by increasing distance of the landscape, which would confirm the results of 
Kammerer et al. (1999). In general, Purcell (1992) found preferences for an 
environment that is outside of the environment the individual lives in. In the 
current case, it would be stated, that people, who live in cities perceives the 
village and water landscapes more than people who live in the countryside. It 
might be the case that this result is depending on the examined region and that 
is what we could test using three relatively different region. Since there are no 
reliable results of the impact of the living surrounding, the stated hypothesis is 
that a residence in an urban environment influences the perception for water 
and villages more positively than a residence in a rural environment (H3). 

De Groot and van den Born (2003) and Bauer, Wallner and Hunziker 
(2008) found that the perception of the landscape is to some extent dependable 
on how an individual sees the nature and feel in it. The authors used different 
types of individuals to explain differences in perceptions. Other studies con- 
cluded that people with a strong relation to the nature values the landscapes 
higher than people with a small relation to it (e.g., Carson et al., 2001; Howley 
et al., 2012; Kammerer et al., 1996; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Morrison & 
Dowell, 2013). This influence can be explained by the internal image of the 
landscapes that include, for instance, the emotional relationship, while the ex- 
ternal image integrates the natural structure of the landscape (Ipsen, 2006; Mei- 
er, Bucher & Hagenbuch, 2010). Upham et al. (2009) used the term environ- 
mental values to explain differences in distinct perceptions. The fourth hypoth- 
esis out of these results is: relation to nature has a positive influence on the val- 
uation of the analyzed landscapes in the regions (H4). 

Additionally to the visual stimuli described in the theoretical part there are 
other aspects affecting the perception of a landscape for instance to feel like 
home. This feeling refers to all “memories, ideas, feelings, attitudes, values, 
preferences, meanings, and conceptions of behavior and experience” (Proshan- 


64 Residents’ Perception of Their Everyday Cultural Landscapes 





sky, Fabian & Kaminoff, 1982, p. 59) the individual has with the region 
(Upham et al., 2009). It is bound with emotional security and familiarity (Nohl, 
2006). Kaplan (1987) identified familiarity as an important factor for building 
preferences and Kent (1993) found a positive influence of familiarity on the 
landscape perception. The so-called sense of place”° could be emerging if an 
individual has an unimpaired social environment in the region (Nohl, 2006). 
The landscapes could be seen as part of the symbolism of the region and its 
social attachment to the region (Nohl, 2006) and built regional identity (Fritz- 
Vietta et al., 2015; Morrison & Dowell, 2013). Kaltenborn (1998) conclude that 
people with a strong bond to region valuing the regional surrounding more pos- 
itive than people with a lower sense of place, but Dale et al. (2008) describe 
negative aspects of sense of place, for instance resilience. The results lead to 
the following hypothesis: relation to the region has a positive impact on the 
perception of the regional landscapes (HS). 


6.3 Data and Statistical Methodology 


This chapter is about the data used to answer the research questions. The first 
part is about the variables that are important for the valuation of the landscapes. 
Then, the variables of interest (see hypotheses) and control variables are shown. 
The last part of this chapter presents the methodology of the examination. 


6.3.1 Variables for the Valuation of Landscapes 


Most of the existing studies asked for the monetary value of the landscapes by 
using the value per annum (Campbell, 2007; Hackl & Pruckner, 1999; Hartje et 
al., 2003; Kammerer et al., 1996), but this paper analyzes the amount of money 
that would be paid by the participants monthly. This approach was also used 
from Kim et al. (2015). 

The used questionnaire (Fig. A 1) asked in each region for five typical land- 
scapes in the corresponding region imaged by photographs?'. Every region has 
its symbolic landscapes: While LNWM has the beach as an unusual landscape, 
STB has a lot of old farmhouses and the marshland and LPLD healthy land. 
Because of the differences in the symbolic landscapes, it seems to be meaning- 
ful to compare the everyday landscape. The three different everyday cultural 





20 Jorgensen and Stedman (2001) identified three constructs with different attitudes: place at- 
tachment has an affective component, place identity has a cognitive component and place de- 
pendence has a conative component. Soini et al. (2012) described that place attachment might 
be a synonym for sense of place although there are three more constructs (place satisfaction, 
dependence and identity) that complete the term sense of place. We use the terms identity, at- 
tachment, bond to region and sense of place synonymously. 

21 Chapter 5.1 describes the results of this question in more detail. 
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landscapes that are analyzed are water, city and village. The selection was 
made because of the differences of these landscapes and because of their pres- 
ence in all three regions under research. While the water landscape is the most 
natural landscape, the city landscape is mostly shaped from humans. The vil- 
lage landscapes are an intermediate type between highly structured and natural 
landscapes. Another justification for this kind of landscapes is that almost every 
other region has at least two of the landscapes under examination and therefore 
could use the results for itself. 

The photographs of the landscapes covered with water show waterfronts or 
banks at one place in each region. Around the water there are some trees and 
grasslands and every photo offers an unrestricted view. The pictures of the cit- 
ies contain mostly old houses. Two of the pictures showed special buildings 
like a church or a city hall in the background while the last one highlights a 
terrace. The last landscape type under examination displays a typical village in 
each region. The pictures show some houses with trees and grasslands around 
or a pathway. The sky in each pictures is blue or with some white clouds. 

Non-bidders or protest bidders are separated and deleted from the data set 
for the analyses that is proposed by Spash (2008). In every region almost 12 % 
did not answer the question and were deleted as in other studies (Hackl & 
Pruckner, 1999). 

The survey asked about a general contribution for the preservation, protec- 
tion and design of the everyday landscape and for an individual contribution. 
The motivation for this procedure is that there might be reasons why a person is 
not willing to give some money in general for the preservation, protection and 
design for landscape: For example, one would like to support a special kind of 
landscape and fears that a general contribution does not benefit the preferred 
landscape. 

The first question in the survey was about a general direct financial contri- 
bution about preservation, protection and design of landscapes, cities, villages 
and monuments for everyone in general (Tab. 6-1). Overall, every fifth resident 
of the three analyzed regions is willing to give a financial contribution in gen- 
eral for the protection, preservation and design of landscapes, but there are dif- 
ferences between the regions. While every fourth person is willing to give 
money for preservation, protection and design in LNWM, only every sixth resi- 
dent is willing to pay a financial contribution in general in STB. To compare 
the results of the general and individual financial contribution, almost 80 % of 
the sample was not willing to give a financial contribution in general, but want- 
ed to give some money for water, city or village. 
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Tab. 6-1: 


Questions of the survey and the manifestations in the analyses 








Question in the survey 


Possible answers 


Transformation of 
the variable 


Name of the 
variable in 
the data set 








In your opinion, should the whole popula- yes not used in the data 
tion pay a directly financial contribution for no set, only for descripti- 
preservation, protection and design of ve statistics 
landscapes, cities and villages as well as 
historical sites, additionally to the already 
paid taxes? 
What amount of money are you personally 0 euro transformed into a Because of 
willing to pay monthly and additionally to 1-5 euros binary variable with 1 —_ using three 
the already paid taxes for preservation, 6 - 10 euros = is willing to give landscapes, 
protection and design of the landscapes 11 - 20 euros some money for the there are 
that are shown on the following photogra- 21 - 50 euros landscape andO0= is _ three lands- 
phes? 51 - 100 euros not willing to give cape: Water, 
more than 100 some money for the City and 
euros landscapes Village 
In what kind of environment is your house in a city transformed into a rural en- 
located? in the city limits binary variable with 1 vironment 
in a village = living in a village or 
outside of acityor outside a city or vil- 
a village lage and 0 = living in 
a city or in the vity 
limits 
Since when do you live in your region? Since birth transformed into local 
Since birth with binary variables with returnee 
interruptions 1 = yes and 0 = no newcomer 
| moved to the 
region 
Please evaluate the following statements All statements transformed into a bond to 
concerning your bond to nature: could be rated from __ binary variable with nature 
(1) I try to be as often as possible to be in --= radical refusal 1= yes (everyone who 
the nature. over 0 =irresolute marked statements 1, 
(2) Nature has only a minor part in my to ++ = unreserved 3 to 6 with ++ or + 
live. approval and statement 2 with 
(3) | feel a strong bond to the nature and - or --) and 0 = no 
the landscapes of my region. (otherwise) 
(4) | think human beings are benefit from 
an in working order nature. 
(5) I think it is an obligation to preserve 
and protect the nature. 
(6) | feel like | am part of the nature. 
Please evaluate the following statements All statements transformed into a bond to 
concerning your bond to your region: could be rated from _ binary variable with 1 region 





(1) | feel really like home in my region. 

(2) With my region, i have a lot of personal 
memories. 

(3) My personal future is strongly linked to 
the region. 


-- = radical refusal 

over 0 = irresolute 

to ++ = unreserved 
approval 


= yes (everyone who 

marked every state- 

ments with ++ or +) 

and 0 = no (otherwi- 
se) 





For what prupose and how often do you 
use your region? 


(almost) daily 
at least once a 
week 
at least once a 
month 
less often 
not at all 


transformed into a 
binary variable with 1 
= yes (everyone who 

marked relaxing as 

daily) and 0 = no 
(otherwise) 


daily relaxing 
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Question in the survey 


Possible answers 


Transformation of 


Name of the 





| use for occuptional purpose and work 
as... 


What is your gender? 


How old you are? 


What is your highest school graduation? 


How many children do you have? 
What is your your net income for all mem- 
bers of your household (monthly)? 


Farmer 
Official 
other occuption 


female 
male 
0-17 years 
18 - 24 years 
25 - 34 years 
35 - 44 years 
45 - 54 years 
55 - 64 years 
65 - 74 years 
older than 75 years 
No school gradua- 
tion 
Main school 
Middle school 
High school 
College 
open answer 
lower than 1,000 
euros 
1,001-1,500 euros 
1,501-2,000 euros 
2,001-2,500 euros 
2,501-3,000 euros 
3,001-4,000 euros 
4,001-5,000 euros 
more than 5,000 
euros 


the variable variable in 
the data set 
transformed into a daily sports 


binary variable with 1 
= yes (everyone who 
marked sports as 
daily) and 0 = no 
(otherwise) 
transformed into one 
binary variable with 1 
= yes (everyone who 
marked sports as 
daily or at least once 
a week) and 0 = no 
(otherwise) 
with 0 = male and 1 = 
female 
manifestations of the 
categorizes are dis- 
played by the mean of 
each class 


used with numbers 
from 0 to 4 


amount of children 
manifestations of the 
categorizes are dis- 
played by the mean of 
each class 


occupational 
use 


gender 


age 


education 


children 
income 








Note: Displayed are the questions in the questionnaire and the appropriate transformation and 


the used name in the analyses for it. 
Source: Resident survey. 


These results show that the separation of a general and individual financial 
contribution was meaningful. Usually, one would except that an individual is 
more willing to pay generally for landscapes or at least the same amount of 
people, but that does not seem to be the case, at least in the selected regions in 
Germany. The residents show a higher individual valuation and thereby higher 
perceptions of the chosen landscapes than for landscapes in general. 
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For the water landscape, almost 50 % of the respondents in each region are 
willing to spend additional money for preservation, protection and design for 
this landscape type (Tab. 6-2). This figure is perceived as rather high, in partic- 
ular because Hartje et al. (2003) found only 22 % of their sample willing to 
give some money for the water landscape of the Elbe. It can be seen, that in 
more rural areas the residents are more willing to give some additional money 
for the preservation, protection and design of villages than in more urban re- 
gions. No research that could verify this result was found. 


Tab. 6-2: Amounts of money that would be paid for each landscape type in each region 


Water City Village 
LNWM__ STB LPLD_ LNWM __ STB LPLD LNWM _ STB LPLD 











0 euros 53,66% 53,80% 59,05% 66,16% 71,76% 69,92% 66,16% 58,40% 56,76% 
1-5 euros 28,78% 26,48% 23,46% 19,70% 17,06% 18,22% 19,19% 24,79% 24,53% 


6-10 

euros 10,24% 1,10% 11,52% 8,08% 647% 7,63% 7,07% 10,54% 10,40% 
11-20 

euros 5,37% 7,32% 3,91% 4,55% 3,24% 3,18% 6,06% 4,84% 4,99% 
more than 


20 euros 1,95% 141%  2,05% 1,52% 1,47% 1,06% 1,52% 1,42%  3,32% 








Source: Resident survey. 


Almost 70 % were not willing to pay some money for preservation, protec- 
tion and design of the city landscape (Tab. 6-2). These results are similar to 
Karkow and Gronemann (2005) and Molino et al. (2016) who found that almost 
two thirds of the sample did not want to pay for the agricultural land. On the 
other hand, Howley et al. (2012) found that half of their sample did not want to 
pay for a farm landscape. These results could be compared to the city land- 
scape, because for both landscapes, there might be somebody who seems to be 
responsible for the landscape: for agricultural land possibly the owners, while 
for the city it might be the government. 

Those participants in the sample willing to pay something for the land- 
scapes in their region stated most often an amount between | and 5 euros per 
month which would be equivalent to 12 to 60 euros per year. This result is in 
line with other paper. Kim et al. (2015) found monthly amounts for an ecologi- 
cal recreation project in the urban area conducted in South Korea between 0.5 
and 1.50 dollars (approximately the same amount in euros, currently). Data for 
this analysis came from face-to-face interviews. Howley et al. (2012) did inter- 
views in Ireland and found similar results. They used a payment card for de- 
termine the value. The work of Campbell (2007) found a similar amount but on 
the top end of the current result of this research by using discrete choice exper- 
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iments of symbolic and everyday landscapes in Ireland by using face-to-face 
interviews. 

While almost 30 % in LNWM are willing to pay | to 5 euros for the water 
landscape, only 24 % in LPLD are willing to give money. The third region lies 
in the middle with 26 %. Such differences can also be seen for the village: 
whereas 25 % of STB and LPLD would spend 1 to 5 euros for villages, in 
LNWM this amount is lower with 19 %. The payments for city landscapes are 
around 18 % for each landscape. The amounts of people who are willing to give 
more than 20 euros are really low in each region for each landscape (almost 
1.5 %). A small exception is the village landscape in LPLD. 3 % of the sample 
in this region is valuing this landscape higher than 20 euros per month. It could 
imply that people who live in more rural areas are more willing to support the 
close-nature landscapes and the village than the urban ones. 

Dummies were created that show whether a participant is in general willing 
to pay some money for the corresponding landscape (Tab. 6-1). This strategy 
was chosen because a lot of participants stated that they were willing to pay 
between | and 5 euros and only a few were willing to give higher amounts of 
money. In LNWM and STB the highest preference is for water landscapes 
(Tab. 6-3). 46 % of the respondents would pay at least one euro for this land- 
scape. In LPLD, however, the preference for village landscapes is slightly 
higher than for water landscapes (43% for village landscapes in comparison to 
41% for water landscape). While respondents in LNWM appreciate the city and 
village landscapes in the same way (34 %), LPLD and STB have a higher pref- 
erence for villages compared to city landscape. Almost 42 % in both regions 
are willing to pay some money for village landscapes, while in both regions the 
amount of people willing to pay some money for preservation, protection and 
design of the city is only 29 %. It can be seen that the preferences for particular 
landscapes differ among regions as also found by Marangon and Visintin 
(2007) and Schmitz et al. (2003). 
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Tab. 6-3: All used variables (in percent) 















































Variables and its mani- Variable type All LNWM LPLD STB 
festations 

Valuation of landscapes 

Water dependent Variable 44,3 47,6 40,1 48,3 
City dependent Variable 29,9 34,3 28,9 28,9 
Village dependent Variable 39,1 33,5 40,4 40,3 
Rural Environment Interest 

Rural Environment 53,8 23,9 63,8 57,4 
Duration Region 

Locals Interest 29,8 21,6 33,2 29,8 
Returnee Interest 15,7 12,9 17,9 14,2 
Newcomer Interest 54,5 65,6 49,0 56,0 
Bond to Nature Interest 

Bond to Nature 54,6 55,6 57,4 50,1 
Bond to Region Interest 

Bond to Region 59,6 54,5 65,0 55,0 
Daily relaxing Control 

Daily relaxing 41,54 39,08 42,86 41,13 
Daily sports Control 

Daily sports 21,49 21,98 21,32 21,43 
Occupational use Control 

Occupational use 14,38 9,05 18,01 12,50 
Gender Control 

male 48,0 49,6 50,2 44,0 
Age Control 

18-24 ry 41 5,1 5,7 
25-34 10,0 12,3 10,0 8,8 
35-44 141A 11,1 11,3 10,9 
45-54 23,3 23,4 22,4 24,4 
55-64 21,5 21,7 21,3 21,8 
65-74 16,5 15,2 16,7 17,1 
75 and older 12,5 12,3 13,3 11,4 
Education Control 

No School Graduation 0,7 0,0 1,0 0,7 
Main School 19,2 15,6 17,8 23,1 
Middle School 36,8 36,6 37,4 36,2 
High School 16,3 14,3 15,6 18,3 
College 27,0 33,6 28,2 21,7 
Children Control 

No children 25,0 29,3 23,4 24,9 
Child 19,7 19,6 22,1 16,3 
2 children 34,7 36,0 36,9 30,9 
3 children 13,8 8,9 11,7 19,6 
4 children 44 44 3,8 5,3 
more than 4 children 2,4 1,8 2,2 3,0 
Income household Control 

Lower than 1,000 euros 9,9 7,1 12,2 8,3 
1,001-1,500 euros 15,1 16,1 16,8 12,2 
1,501-2,000 euros 12,0 11,2 12,4 12,0 
2,001-2,500 euros 14,4 13,4 15,1 13,8 
2,501-3,000 euros 15,7 13,0 15,3. 18,0 
3,001-4,000 euros 16,6 21,9 14,2 16,9 
4,001-5,000 euros 8,4 9,4 7,2 9.6 
more than 5,000 euros 7,8 8,0 6,8 9,1 








Source: Resident survey. 
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6.3.2 Variables of Interest 


There was a question about the living environment of each respondent (Tab. 
6-1). It can be seen that almost every third respondent of LNWM lives in urban 
structures (Tab. 6-3). Especially the suburbs seem to be more important in 
LNWM than in both other regions. In the sample of LPLD and STB, almost 
60 % lives in a village or at least out-of-town. These numbers confirm the sta- 
tistical data of the regions, presented above. It can be seen that the living envi- 
ronment of an individual might have an influence on the perception of land- 
scapes (Fig. 6-1). 


Fig. 6-1: | WTP sorted by urban and rural regions (in percent) 
50% 











@urban @rural 
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30% 


20% ~ 
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Water City Village 








Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The questionnaire also asked about the duration of being in the region (Tab. 
6-1). About 50 % of the residents in each region are newcomers (Tab. 6-3). The 
amount of newcomer into LPLD and STB is smaller than in LNWM, but in- 
stead the quote of returnees (locals living in the region without interruption) is a 
bit higher in these regions compared with LNWM. In all of the regions only a 
few participants are returnees. Regarding the valuation of each group, the pic- 
ture is not clear (Fig. 6-2). On average the locals are willing to pay almost the 
same amount as newcomers and returnees for villages, but less for city and wa- 
ter. 
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Fig. 6-2: Appreciation of the different landscapes sorted by residence (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


The question used has different statements from which the variable bond to 
nature is created (Tab. 6-1). These statements were based on a study about the 
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awareness of nature in Germany (BMUB, 2014). Because we just wanted to 
have one variable indicating the relationship to nature, we transformed the 
statements into one variable. Tab. 6-3 shows that almost every second partici- 
pant answered that they would have a bond to nature. The bond is highest de- 
scribed by the respondents of LPLD (57.4 %) and lowest by the participants of 
STB (50.1 %). Since de Groot and van den Born (2003) found that the relation- 
ship to nature might be dependable on education and age, a test was performed. 
The correlation with age was higher than for the educational level (0.2 and 
0.05), but still low. There was also a test about the bond to nature and the living 
environment because it might also be correlated. The correlation coefficient 
was about 0.07 and therefore, there was no correlation found. Additionally, a 
correlation measurement between bond to nature and the WTP for the land- 
scapes was conducted. The data showed correlations between the WTP of vil- 
lage landscapes (0.13 with significance on the level of 0.01) and the water land- 
scape (0.09 on the same level of significance), but no correlation for the city 
landscape. 

Bond to region was created similarly to bond of nature (Tab. 6-1) and was 
used because of the identity that could influence the value of a landscape (Mor- 
rison & Dowell 2013). The statements itself were developed referring to Lalli 
(1992), Weichhart, Weiske and Werlen (2006) and Soini et al. (2012). Almost 
60 % of the sample has a bond to region — even in LPLD there are 65 % partic- 
ipants. Because Ktihne (2011) described that identity to a region might be de- 
pendable on time, there might be a correlation between the variables of the res- 
idents and bond to region. It was checked and it could be found a low correla- 
tion. Regarding the frequency, it could be found that more locals and returnees 
have a bond to region than newcomers. 

It was tested if the variables bond to nature and bond to region measure the 
same, because Farnum, Hall and Kruger (2005) found that people who identi- 
fied themselves with their places are also higher concerned about the environ- 
ment. The correlation of these variables was medium high. Only 37 % of the 
sample is attached to the region and to the nature (Tab. 6-4). Almost 22 % have 
a bond to either region or nature, while 17 % do not have a relationship to na- 
ture nor region. 


Tab. 6-4: Relationship between bond to nature and bond to region (in percent) 











no bond to region bond to region 
no bond to nature 25,38 21,98 
bond to nature 17,47 35,16 








Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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6.3.3 Control Variables 


The socioeconomic variables consist of gender, age and education which are 
common in these kind of examinations (e.g., Howley et al., 2012; Mitchell & 
Carson, 1989; Morrison & Dowell, 2013; Kaltenborn & Byjerke, 2002; 
Kammerer et al., 1996; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Kim et al., 2015; Molina 
et al., 2016; Schmitz et al., 2003) and were also find to have an influence on the 
perception of a landscape (e.g., Balling & Falk, 1982; Kent, 1993; Macia, 
1979,). The whole sample contains almost 48 % male and 52 % female partici- 
pants (Tab. 6-3). In each region, the distribution of the gender is equal to the 
statistical data on the significance level of 5 %2. Therefore, for all regions it 
can be said that the theoretical validity of the sample as described by Venka- 
tachalam (2004) and Vélkner (2006) are given. The quality of age might raise 
some doubts: only the distribution of the population in LPLD presents an equal 
age distribution than the sample. All other regions have no significance on the 
level of 5 %. Nevertheless, the sample displays an overrepresentation of the 
range 45 to 74 years in each region. The younger ages are underrepresented, 
which is also common. 

Most of the people in the sample graduated from middle school (almost 
37 %) (Tab. 6-3). The second most common graduation is college but with 
some differences between the regions (LNWM: 34%, LPLD: 28%, STB: 
22 %). Main and high school are almost equal in each region between 15 % and 
18 %. The only expectation is STB with 23 %. 

On average, the participants in LNWM and STB have between 2,000 and 
3,000 euros monthly per household while in LPLD the averaged income lies 
between 2,000 and 2,500 euros a month (Tab. 6-3). As stated by Carson et al. 
(2001), the income elasticity is positive, but more than one means the good 
seems to be an inferior good’. The income elasticity might be biased because 
almost 10 % of the sample did not answer the question about income. It could 
be that the question about income is too sensitive for these respondents and for 
that reason they did not answer it (Spash, 2008). Heyne et al. (2009) also had 
the phenomenon that some people did not fill in the income question. 

Almost 25 % of the residents in STB and LPLD do not have any children 
(Tab. 6-3). This amount is slightly higher (about 30 %) for the respondents of 
LNWM. STB is the region with respondents that have on average the lowest 
amount of children (16.3 % have one child) and LPLD have the highest amount 





22 The data of the sample (variables gender and age) was compared with official data of the re- 
gions (Effective [12-31-2013]) using a chi test. Only data of the defined municipalities were 
taken into account to compare sample and statistical data. 

23 An inferior good is a good whose demand gets lower with the increase of income, because with 
an increase of income, other goods are in demand. 
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of respondents with a child (22 %). On average, the respondents of each region 
have mostly two children (about 35 %). The number of respondents decreases 
with the increasing amount of children. This could be correlated to the age; the 
data displays medium high correlation coefficients. 

Nohl (2009) described that the intensity of land use might be reasons for 
different perceptions even if Tuan (1990) argued that especially in modern so- 
cieties the contact with the environment is just indirect or special to some occa- 
sions which would indicate that the use might not be that important. Therefore 
relaxing and sports in the landscape as well as the occupational use of the land 
were integrated as control variables. Almost 40 % of the participants of every 
region are using their region daily for relaxing reasons (Tab. 6-3). Only one out 
of four of the respondents use the region daily for sports. The occupational use 
displays the economic structure of the regions. In LPLD, the highest amount of 
respondents’ works in or with the landscapes of the region (18 %) while the 
slightest amount of people working in or with the landscape could be found for 
the participants of LNWM (9 %). The region of STB is with almost 13 % locat- 
ed in between. 


6.3.4 Statistical Methodology 


The questions about the influences of the valuation of the landscape should be 
answered by using a binary logit model like Hartje et al. (2003) and Marangon 
and Visintin (2007) did. The following model is used: 


WTPi +n = fXn En Nn) 


where WTP,,, denotes if a respondent is willing to give some amount of 
money for landscape | (water, city, village landscape) in region r (LNWM, 
LPLD, STB, All). Xp, is a matrix of the socioeconomic variables (sex, age, edu- 
cation) of person n. E,, displays a matrix of the environment (children, income, 
daily relaxing, daily sports, occupational use, rural environment, returnee or 
newcomer), and N,, includes the concern about the nature (bond to nature) and 
the region (bond to region). The model is first estimated for all regions and af- 
terwards for each region separately. The variances of the influences can be seen 
using a step-by-step extension of the variable groups. 

Subsequent to the described model, there will be some statistical tests to test 
the results of the data. Additionally to the logistic regression, a linear probabil- 
ity model (LPM) is also estimated as a robustness check. The estimation mod- 
els are tested using likelihood ratio and Wald test. For the interpretation of the 
effects of the results are used marginal effects by means of the variables. 
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6.4 Empirical Results 


The empirical analysis of the data starts with the estimation of a model that in- 
cludes only all socioeconomic variables. This model is subsequently expanded 
in two steps by adding the variables regarding living circumstances and the re- 
lationship with nature and region”. 


6.4.1 Results of Each Landscape Type in the Analyzed Regions 


The first examined landscape was water. The results for the whole sample sug- 
gest the importance of age, income, the occupational use of the region, the fact 
to be newcomer and the bond to nature for the appreciation of water landscape 
(Tab. 6-5)*5. Highly significant is the bond to nature and therefore it could be 
concluded that the valuation of water increases if the person has a relationship 
to nature. Also the fact to be a newcomer has a positive influence on the valua- 
tion for water. Additionally, it can be said that the older the respondent is, the 
lower the valuation of water. This result is highly significant, but its effect is 
close to zero. That implies that the variable is not a critical factor for the per- 
ception of the landscape. The occupational use has a negative impact on the 
perception of the water landscape and implies that people working in or with 
the landscape valuing the landscapes lower than people who are not working in 
or with the landscapes. Its effect is medium high”’. The variable income dis- 
plays statistically significant on a low level, but its effect is zero. That could be 
interpreted that the income does not have any impact on the valuation of the 
water landscape. 

In comparison of the regions there are some differences towards the result 
of the overall sample. Not every significant variable of the overall sample 
seems to be important in each region. A positive and significant influence on 
the WTP has the variable newcomer for the region LPLD. The effect of this 
variable is medium-high. In the other regions, this variable does not seem to 
explain the valuation well. Bond to nature is significant on the highest level for 
the region STB and has a positive influence on the WTP. The effect for STB is 
almost as double as for the overall sample and therefore influences the valua- 
tion with a high effect. Likewise, the occupational use has a high effect on the 





24 Because the differences of the coefficients are marginal, there are only presented the results of 
the model with all variables. The likelihood ratio test and the Wald test show that the model fit 
increases by adding these variables to the first model. Furthermore, the LPM shows almost the 
same variables as significant coefficients and a similar effect of the variables in each model. 

25 The coefficients and the values of the pseudo R? are shown in Tab. A.1. 

26 Following, the marginal effect of 0.000 to 0.05 is described as low effect, an effect between 
0.051 and 0.2 is presented as a medium high effect and the higher effects are used as high ef- 
fect. 
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valuation. Its influence is negative and would imply people working in or with 
the landscape have a lower valuation of the landscape than other people. On a 
lower significance level than the overall result, the variable age seems to be 
important for LNWM and STB for the valuation of the population. As in the 
result of the whole sample, this impact is negative and is still close to zero. 


Tab. 6-5: Marginal effects of the logistic regression for water landscapes (margins, standard errors 
in parentheses) 




















All LNWM LPLD STB 

Gender -0,017 0,074 -0,014 -0,099 
(-0.035) (0.083) (0.051) (0.066) 

Age -0,005 eee -0,008 oe -0,002 -0,007 oe 
(-0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 

Education 0,013 0,013 0,009 0,020 
(-0.017) (0.040) (0.025) (0.030) 

Children 0,008 0,018 0,009 -0,001 
(-0.014) (0.035) (0.021) (0.024) 

Income 0,000 * 0,000 0,000 0,000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Daily relaxing 0,026 0,024 0,051 0,022 
(-0.037) (0.091) (0.052) (0.067) 

Daily sports 0,037 -0,013 0,065 -0,015 
(0.043) (0.105) (0.064) (0.077) 

Occupational use -0,096 ba! 0,134 -0,084 -0,205 aid 
(0.047) (0.129) (0.063) (0.093) 

Rural environment 0,033 0,018 0,056 0,045 
(0.034) (0.091) (0.052) (0.063) 

Returnee 0,055 0,095 0,075 0,030 
(0.053) (0.139) (0.073) (0.102) 

Newcomer 0,106 * 0,136 0,148 * 0,002 
(0.042) (0.100) (0.059) (0.080) 

Bond to nature 0,117 “ee 0,022 0,084 0,235 nee 
(0.037) (0.084) (0.054) (0.069) 

Bond to region 0,028 0,138 0,060 -0,080 
(0.038) (0.087) (0.056) (0.069) 

N 921 179 438 304 








Note: Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the num- 
ber of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


The most important variables for the WTP of cities are the rural environ- 
ment around the place of living, the fact to be a newcomer and bond to nature 
(Tab. 6-6)”. All these variables are highly significant and have medium-high 
effects on the valuation of this landscape type. On a lower significance level, 
the fact to be a returnee and the occupational use are important. The influence 
of these variables on the valuation is also medium-high, with 0.119 for return- 
ees and 0.087 for occupational use. The variables of age and income are signif- 





27 Tab. A 2 shows the coefficients of the estimation as well as the pseudo R?. 
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icant on the lowest level of significance and show only a low effect on the val- 
uation. 


Tab. 6-6: Marginal effects of the logistic regression for city landscapes (margins, standard errors 
in parentheses) 




















All LNWM LPLD STB 

Gender -0,022 0,085 -0,010 -0,107 * 
(0.035) (0.086) (0.051) (0.063) 

Age -0,002 * -0,004 -0,001 -0,003 
(0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 

Education 0,006 0,033 -0,008 0,012 
(0.017) (0.040) (0.024) (0.029) 

Children 0,014 0,073 * 0,011 -0,007 
(0.014) (0.038) (0.020) (0.024) 

Income 0,000 sd 0,000 0,000 0,000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Daily relaxing 0,010 0,043 0,078 -0,083 
(0.035) (0.089) (0.050) (0.065) 

Daily sports 0,057 0,092 0,042 0,018 
(0.041) (0.101) (0.060) (0.074) 

Occupational use -0,087 os 0,145 -0,097 -0,238 shy 
(0.048) (0.123) (0.063) (0.104) 

Rural environment -0,120 #5 -0,146 -0,134 - -0,081 
(0.034) (0.095) (0.051) (0.060) 

Returnee 0,119 a 0,258 = 0,150 * -0,006 
(0.052) (0.143) (0.070) (0.103) 

Newcomer 0,127 Bee 0,144 0,191 one -0,003 
(0.041) (0.108) (0.059) (0.076) 

Bond to nature 0,106 eFe 0,054 0,059 0,215 ane 
(0.036) (0.085) (0.053) (0.066) 

Bond to region 0,007 0,025 0,093 > -0,128 = 
(0.037) (0.088) (0.055) (0.064) 

N 921 179 438 304 








Note: Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the num- 
ber of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


The picture for each region is again some kind of different to the overall re- 
sult. The significant variable rural environment is only important for the valua- 
tion of the city landscape of the region LPLD. Its effect is medium-high on the 
highest significant level. As seen in the overall result, the variables returnee and 
newcomer are positive and significant for the region LPLD. Newcomers have a 
higher effect on the valuation than returnees but still both effects could be cate- 
gorized as medium-high. For the region LNWM returnee is positive and the 
marginal effect of this variable is almost twice as big as the coefficient for 
LPLD. Bond to nature and bond to region are relevant for the region STB. 
While bond to nature is highly significant and positive with a high effect of 
0.215 on the valuation of the landscapes in STB, bond to region is significant 
on a lower level and with a negative and medium-high effect. This result is sur- 
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prising, because that would imply, a person with a low relationship to the re- 
gion value the city higher than a person with a strong relationship. A different 
result is shown from the model for the region LPLD: bond to region displays 
positive on the lowest significance level. Its effect is medium-high. The occu- 
pational use of the region has again a negative impact on the valuation, but its 
effect is high even if the significance level is low. The number of children is 
only significant and with a medium-high, positive effect for LNWM. 

The last examined landscape — the village landscape — displays three highly 
significant variables. Highly significant is bond to nature and its effect on the 
valuation is medium high (Tab. 6-7)”. People with a relation to nature are valu- 
ing the village landscape higher than people without a bond to nature. Age is — 
like in the model for water — negative, but its effect is again very close to zero. 
That indicates that age have only a minor effect on the valuation. Rural envi- 
ronment has a high significance and the variable influences the valuation in a 
positive direction. Its effect is about medium-high. The variable newcomer has 
a positive impact and a medium high effect for the valuation. Income is signifi- 
cant, but its effect is zero that would imply no effect on the valuation. 

The rural environment is positive with a medium-high effect on the valua- 
tion of this landscape type, but only for the region STB. Bond of nature for 
STB is more than twice as big as the marginal effect of the model for LPLD 
and also significantly higher. This variable seems to be more important for the 
landscape located in STB. For the valuation of the landscapes of STB, the oc- 
cupational use of the landscape displays again significant and negative. This 
time, the effect is lower than for each of the other landscapes. Age is negative 
in region STB and LPLD on the highest significance level and for LYWM ona 
lower level, but all margins imply a minor effect on the valuation. Although the 
number of children is not significant for the overall result however it is for 
LNWM. This variable has a positively medium-high effect on the valuation. 
That would imply that with an increasing number of children the valuation of 
the village landscape also increases. The income is significant for LNWM, but 
again with an effect that is zero. 





28 The coefficients of the estimation and the pseudo R? can be found in Tab. A 3. 
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Tab. 6-7: Marginal effects of the logistic regression for village landscapes (margins, standard 
errors in parentheses) 




















All LNWM LPLD STB 
Gender -0,032 0,051 -0,037 -0,114 is 
(0.035) (0.085) (0.051) (0.067) 
Age -0,005 eee -0,005 * -0,005 aie -0,007 oe 
(0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 
Education -0,013 -0,017 -0,032 0,018 
(0.017) (0.040) (0.025) (0.030) 
Children 0,017 0,074 sf 0,021 -0,009 
(0.015) (0.036) (0.022) (0.025) 
Income 0,000 = 0,000 il 0,000 0,000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Daily relaxing 0,003 0,107 0,018 -0,046 
(0.037) (0.089) (0.053) (0.067) 
Daily sports 0,046 0,046 0,069 -0,014 
(0.044) (0.101) (0.065) (0.080) 
Occupational use -0,060 0,162 -0,076 -0,168 * 
(0.047) (0.122) (0.063) (0.096) 
Rural environment 0,113 are 0,010 0,084 0,194 bd 
(0.035) (0.090) (0.053) (0.064) 
Returnee 0,048 0,084 0,051 0,019 
(0.053) (0.136) (0.074) (0.103) 
Newcomer 0,077 * 0,042 0,079 0,084 
(0.042) (0.101) (0.060) (0.080) 
Bond to nature 0,148 = 0,028 0,115 i 0,288 i 
-0,037 (0.085) (0.054) (0.069) 
Bond to region -0,027 0,039 0,070 -0,057 
(0.038) (0.088) (0.056) (0.069) 
N 921 179 438 304 








Note: Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the num- 
ber of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


6.4.2 Comparison of the Results between the Landscape Types and Regions 


Overall, comparing the results of each region, there are differences between the 
valuations — but for each landscape or in each region, the influences of some 
variables on the perception are similar to some extent. This part of the paper 
will show the consistencies and disparities of the landscapes and the regions 
and will answer the hypotheses. 

The first hypothesis was about preferences for water landscapes in each re- 
gion. This could only be partially proven. Regarding higher preferences for this 
landscape type, Fig. 6-1 shows that the participants of LNWM and STB have 
higher preferences for water landscapes, but the residents of LPLD show higher 
preferences for village landscapes. 

H2 assumed that locals are less valuing their landscapes compared to re- 
turnees and newcomers. The fact to be a returnee is relevant for the city land- 
scape only (Tab. 6-6). Its effect differs between medium high for region LPLD 
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and the overall model, and high effect for region LNWM. In comparison to 
every analyzed region, it could be stated that this variable seems to have a posi- 
tive effect on the valuation of the residents of LNWM and LPLD on each land- 
scape, except the city landscape of the region STB (Tab. 6-8). 

Newcomers are more important for the valuation of water and city (Tab. 
6-5, Tab. 6-6) than for the village landscape. The effect for the water landscape 
is smaller, but still medium-high. Newcomers are especially relevant for the 
city landscapes in LPLD because the effect and the level of significance are 
highest there. In comparison of the landscape types and the regions, it could be 
concluded that newcomers value each landscape type higher than locals in 
LNWM and LPLD. For the region of STB it could be only stated that the water 
and village landscape is valued higher if the participant moved into the region. 
The other landscape type shows a negative influence of newcomers. Addition- 
ally to the statistical models, Fig. 6-2 shows that newcomers and returnees val- 
ue water landscape and city landscape higher than locals while villages are val- 
ued highest by the group of locals. On average, locals have higher preferences 
for villages, but returnees and newcomers show higher preferences for water 
landscapes. The results could only be approved the hypothesis for LNWM and 
LPLD. For region STB this could only be stated for the water and village land- 
scape if newcomer valued this landscape, but not for each landscape. Therefore, 
it can be concluded that being a returnee or a newcomer might depend on the 
examined region and on the landscape types. 

The following hypothesis assumed that people living in an urban environ- 
ment value the village and water landscapes higher than people living in the 
countryside. The rural environment influences the valuation on different ways: 
While the marginal effect is positive for village and the water landscape, it is 
negative for city landscapes (Tab. 6-5, Tab. 6-6, Tab. 6-7). The LPM further 
indicates a positive influence on rural environment for villages and water land- 
scapes and a negative coefficient for city. This proves the results of the used 
logistic regression model. Additionally, these results were also found analyzing 
the amount of money people would spend on the protection, preservation and 
design of the landscape. 

People living in an urban or suburban area value water the highest, for peo- 
ple living in rural environments the village is valued highest (Fig. 6-1). 
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Tab. 6-8: Comparison of the landscape types in the different regions 








Rural Environment 





Water Landscape 


City Landscape 


Village Landscape 








LNWM + - + 
LPLD + a + 
STB + - hee 
Returnee 

LNWM + +* + 
LPLD + +e" + 
STB + - + 
Incomer 

LNWM + + + 
LPLD rec pee - 
STB + - + 
Bond to nature 

LNWM + + + 
LPLD + + +e% 
STB pee pee pee 
Bond to region 

LNWM + + + 
LPLD + +* + 
STB ** 

Daily relaxing 

LNWM + + + 
LPLD + + + 
STB + - 

Daily sports 

LNWM - + + 
LPLD + + + 
STB - + 

Occupatinal use 

LNWM + + + 
LPLD - - - 
STB eT a * 
Gender 

LNWM + + + 
LPLD - - - 
STB - * * 
Age 

LNWM nee - * 
LPLD - - athe 
STB saws : eee 
Level of education 

LNWM + + - 
LPLD + - - 
STB + + + 
Number of children 

LNWM + +* arial 
LPLD + + + 





STB 
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Water Landscape City Landscape Village Landscape 
Income 
LNWM - - * 
LPLD - - - 
STB - - - 








Note: Positive or negative influences of each coefficient are shown. Stars indicate significance 
levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Due to these results, H3 — that people living in an urban area are valuing 
close-nature landscapes (in this case water and village landscapes) higher than 
people living in more rural environments — cannot be proven. This result is in 
line with those of Kammerer et al. (1999) but not with the result of Howley et 
al. (2012) and Purcell (1992). It could be assumed that for this result, the land- 
scape type decides the impact of this variable. 

The hypothesis regarding bond to nature stated that bond to nature has a 
positive impact on the valuation of each landscape. Even if the coefficients are 
not statistical significant, all coefficients are positive. For the whole sample, the 
highest effect is displayed by the village landscape (Tab. 6-6). The results of 
the analysis show that H4 could be verified. In addition, it could be said that 
bond to nature is an important aspect in valuing landscapes because its impact 
does not differ between the landscape types or regions. 

The last hypothesis in this analysis assumed that bond to region has a posi- 
tive impact on the valuation of the landscape types. Having a look on the mar- 
gins without significances, a positive influence of this variable on the valuation 
of each landscape type for the regions LNWM and LPLD can be observed, but 
the influence on each landscape valuation is negative for STB. This result is 
surprising, and indicates that bond to region and its influence on the valuation 
depends on the landscape type under research. Because of these results, H5 
could only be partially proven. 


6.5 Discussion 


This part of the paper discusses the results, further variables, the suitability of 
the pictures of landscapes and its generalizability. It should be noted that there 
are different types of values”, the questionnaire asked the participant only to 
value the landscape types monetarily and then was done a transformation into 
an indicator. This indicator is not able to distinguish between different value 
types of the landscape and therefore it is possible that the respondents have dif- 





29 Brown and Brabyn (2012) examined eight different value types: scenic/aesthetic, recreation, 
economic, ecological/ life sustaining, native flora and fauna, social, historical/ cultural and wil- 
derness. 
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ferent values of each analyzed landscape. But it is usual to have different values 
for one landscape type (Brown & Brabyn, 2012). 


6.5.1 Empirical Results 


An explanation why the participants of LNWM and STB prefer water land- 
scapes over others might be their location. In both regions, the residents are 
confronted with water: LNWM because it is located at the Baltic Sea while 
STB has an intensive drainage system to make the land usable. The region 
LPLD has the river Elbe, but it might be the case that the river is not as present 
as in the other regions. Additionally, it might be possible that because of the 
most rural area of the selected regions the residents recognized that the closest 
landscape is the most valuable one. Generally speaking, landscapes with natural 
elements tend to be preferred over man-made landscapes (Ulrich, 1983). Addi- 
tionally, Kaplan (1987) stated that close-nature landscapes are higher valued 
because the individual is able to learn in this landscape type. That would mean 
that the highest preferences are for the water landscape, following the village — 
and the lowest preferences are for the city landscape. This displays exactly the 
results of the current analyses. 

The fact to be a newcomer or returnee had a negative impact on the valua- 
tion of the city landscape of the participants of STB. That might be explained 
by the effort of dewatering the landscape. Returnees and newcomers might not 
know that the dewatering needs a lot of effort that would not be anticipated in 
advance. Because locals have never lived without this effort of dewatering, it 
might be usual and make for higher valuation of the landscape. For LPLD and 
LNWM, there is not that much effort to preserve the landscape as in STB and 
therefore they valuing the landscape higher. This could be underlying the ar- 
gument of not recognizing the everyday landscapes anymore by the locals and 
the argument that both other groups have a higher perception of it, except of 
region STB. Because of these results, there is the assumption that the percep- 
tion of landscapes might be dependable on the history and the experiences with 
other landscapes of the individual that values the landscapes. But, the variables 
of newcomer and returnee might be affected by positive selection because these 
respondents chose to move back or into the region. Therefore, the perception of 
the landscapes might be different than for locals (Von Reichert et al., 2012) 
because they might have moved because of the landscapes. The high signifi- 
cance of the coefficient for the city landscape of LPLD might be explainable by 
the resistance movement for active waste and a lot of creative people coming in 
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this region to participate on this resistance movement. On the other hand, it 
might be the case that locals wanted to move, but had because of lack of money 
or strong ties to the other residents. There was a test done if the landscapes are 
the reason why the participant came into or back to the region but that could not 
be ascertained. It could not be tested if the participated locals wanted to move 
but could not with the data available. 

The geographic proximity was found to have a negative impact on the valu- 
ation (Carson et al., 2001). When Job (2003) asked locals and tourists he con- 
cluded that the locals are more willing to pay for their landscape than the tour- 
ists. As an explanation he used identity of the locals and the time spending in 
those landscapes. Also Upham et al. (2009) and Kim et al. (2015) concluded 
that the geographical proximity have a positive impact on the valuation. These 
would disprove the argument of geographic proximity stated by Carson et al. 
(2001). There is the question if the results could have changed over time. The 
geographic proximity was not part of the questionnaire, but the surrounding of 
each participant was. This variable is not adequate to determine the distance of 
the participants and therefore the paper could neither prove nor disprove the 
results of the authors. But people value the landscape higher that is not within 
their living surrounding. If the landscape could be seen and experienced every 
day, it might not be that interesting anymore than landscapes that are outside of 
the own living surrounding (Groth, 1997). This finding would indicate that the 
distance might be important for the perception of everyday landscapes in a pos- 
itive way. 

Bond to nature was found to be an important variable for the perception of 
landscapes. This already showed the correlations between this variable and the 
WTP for the water and village landscape. People with a strong relationship to 
nature might try to preserve and protect the landscape more than people without 
any relationship to it. This was also found in previous research on landscape 
valuation (Howley et al., 2012; Morrison & Dowell, 2013). It might also be the 
case that people with a bond to nature are more often in the landscape (e.g., 
going for a walk) and collect positive memories concerning the landscapes and 
consequently value the landscapes higher than people without such a relation- 
ship (Ipsen, 2006; Meier et al., 2010), but during the analyses it could not be 
identified as impacting the use of the landscape. Additionally, it was not possi- 
ble to distinguish between nature-bound types as de Groot and van den Born 
(2003) or Bauer et al. (2008) did, because there was only one statement for 





30 This argument was given from the partners in the region. Additionally, in another project we 
asked especially artists why they moved into the region, and active waste seemed to be an im- 
portant reason. But with the used data, we could not answer, if this argument can be proven. 
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each type, which could distort the results. Nevertheless, bond to nature is the 
most important variable for the landscape perception in this examination. 

The assumed positive bond to region could not be found for the participants 
of STB: Participants having a bond to region value the landscape lower than 
people without one. This could be based on different parts of this term (men- 
tioned in footnote 20). Kyle, Graefe, Manning and Bacon (2004) found that all 
three parts (place identity, place attachment and place dependence) have differ- 
ent perceptions regarding the environmental values. For instance, the authors 
concluded that people with place identity value the environmental conditions 
more critical, while people with place dependence are less critical about these 
conditions but value it more favorably. It could be the case that people living in 
the region of STB are more identified with the region and therefore are more 
critical regarding the corresponding environmental conditions than in other re- 
gions while, for instance, the respondents of LPLD are more place-dependent 
and therefore value it higher. Lin and Lockwood (2014) distinguished between 
an emotional and a functional attachment. The emotional one is very deep and 
part of the individuals’ identity while the functional attachment includes only 
physical effects of the landscape. It could also be the case that the respondents 
of the different regions not have the same type of attachment to the region and 
therefore have different impacts on the valuation of the landscape. Another ex- 
planation could be that these respondents might know that there is enough fi- 
nancial support for the landscapes for their owner and they therefore do not feel 
responsible for the regional landscapes in STB. This argumentation would also 
be proven by the information processing theory of Kaplan (1987): residents 
with more information value the landscape differently from people with less 
information. Another argument could be that the resilience of the respondents 
of STB is higher than for the other regions and because of this high resilience 
bond to region has a negative impact on the perception for the landscapes of 
STB. 

Surprisingly, the socioeconomic variables age and income displays indeed 
significant variables, but their effect on the perception of landscapes is only 
really small. It might be the case, that as stated by Tuan (1990), the perception 
of the used sample does not differ between the ages and is therefore not im- 
portant. Only two of the used variables — gender and number of children — have 
an impact on the perception. The gender could be found to be important for the 
region STB and because of its negative coefficient men are more willing to 
spend some money for the landscapes city and village. The amount of children 
seems only be important for the region LNWM and for the same landscape 
types than the gender for region STB. These two socioeconomic variables do 
not seem to be used commonly in WTP research, but because of the different 
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manifestations of these two variables it might be interesting to look deeper into 
the impacts on the landscape perceptions. 

Another surprising result is that the use of the landscape of private persons 
does not have any impact of the landscape perception. It does not matter how 
often an individual uses the landscape for relaxing or sports, the perception 
does not change. Additionally, the professional use of the landscape does not be 
important except for region of STB, where the use of the landscape in occupa- 
tion decreases the perception of all landscape types. 


6.5.2 Further Variables 


Culture does not have an influence on the preferences because emotions are 
similar in every culture (Ulrich 1983). Evidence suggests that environmental 
values and attitudes are similar between different countries, but are still bound 
with culture and the subjective background (Schultz & Zelezny, 1999; Yu, 
1995). However, Swanwick et al. (2007) found that the culture could be a fac- 
tor for the landscape valuation. Upham et al. (2009) said that some authors 
were not sure whether the attitudes were held by individuals or created by so- 
cial construction. Tuan (1990) argued that individual perspectives were always 
bound with culture and therefore each individual has different perceptions. But 
the author also stated that each individual might to some extent have similar 
perceptions of the world. If culture might have an impact on the valuation of 
the landscapes it could be an explanation for the differences of the valuation 
between the regions. Even if culture does not have an impact on the perception 
of the landscape, it formed the attitudes and has at least an indirect effect (Tu- 
an, 1990; Upham et al., 2009). A direct test of the influence of culture in the 
selected regions in the used models was not possible, because culture is a com- 
plex construct with a lot of relevant factors to include (Upham et al., 2009). 


6.5.3 Pictures of the Landscapes 


One problem of these analyses might be the choice of landscapes: presence of 
man-made elements, animals and visible water (Arriaza, Cafias-Ortega, Cafias- 
Maduefio, & Ruiz-Aviles, 2004; Kent, 1993; Ulrich, 1981) was found to dive 
preferences and might be another explanation for difference in the valuation of 
the landscapes in the regions. For instance, Tveit (2009) found that the general 
public (also the examined group in this case) preferred pictures with a wider 
view of the landscape than what is only represented by a water landscape pho- 
tograph and therefore are probably the most preferred in STB and LNWM. He 
also discussed that this result might not be in line with the prospect-refuge or 
the information processing theory, because these theories suggest a preference 
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for half-open landscapes (Appleton, 1984; Kaplan, 1987). Regarding these the- 
ories, the preferences would be on the village landscapes, given that these pho- 
tographs display settlements and nature, which was only the case for LPLD. 

Swanwick et al. (2007) found that people’s perceptions to landscapes may 
depend on what kind of image the landscape is on (e.g., diversity, color). Tuan 
(1990) and Unwin (1975) agreed with these finding. Tuan (1990) stated that 
colors are usually important for building preferences: while red tones are asso- 
ciated with dominance or danger, blue tones are known as receding colors or 
symbolize safety. Zajonc (1980) and Unwin (1975) believed color differences 
might be explained by the variances in answers and that it is hard to integrate 
all color aspects into landscape perception analysis. Regarding these results, the 
colors could cause different preferences of the three tested types of landscapes: 
Within each landscape type picture there were almost the same amount of tones 
but between the types, there are differences of the tones. For instance, the city 
landscape has higher rates of red tones (rooftops) than the water landscape and 
the water landscape have higher rates of blue tones (water) than red. The vil- 
lage landscapes fall somewhere in between. 

Concerning the experience modes described by Nohl (2009), the water 
landscape could be experienced with fascination because this landscape is al- 
most wild, and the village landscape is experienced more by intrigue. No mo- 
dus describes exactly the aesthetic experiences for a city landscape, but the 
closest one might be the prosaic experience. This theory could not answer what 
kind of landscape would prefer one over another, only in which landscape aes- 
thetic experiences modes could found. It also does not state if an individual 
experiences the landscape always in one of these modes or if there are excep- 
tion when an individual perceives landscapes differently. But Nohl (2009) al- 
ready stated that this theory might not be fully developed and therefore could 
be interesting to look deeper into. 

Zajonc (1980) describes that the attitudes an individual has can change by 
alternatives. It might be the case that even if the description of the question asks 
for each landscape to be evaluated separately; some respondents have com- 
pared the landscapes and built some kind of rating. This could mean that the 
results might to some extent be biased because this was already described as a 
weakness of the CVM (Kahnemann & Knetsch, 1992; Mitchell & Carson, 
1989). Because of this weakness, the decision was made to use only the mone- 
tary value as an indicator for perception of the landscape. 

The order of the goods (order bias) could be another explanation why the 
city and the village landscape are less valued than the one with water. This bias 
describes that the first good on a list will be valued higher than one in the last 
position (Kahnemann & Knetsch, 1992; Mitchell & Carson, 1989). Regarding 
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the analyzed landscapes, water was in the third position and has higher valua- 
tions, while the city and the village were on the end of the list. 


6.5.4 Generalizability 


It might be the case that there is a positive selection of the respondents, because 
it could be the case that respondents are more interested in the topic of the sur- 
vey than non-respondents. This was taken into consideration during the concep- 
tion of the questionnaire. Hence, it started with questions that might be easy to 
answer by everyone. Additionally, there was a pretest of the questionnaire with 
people living in the region done and the questions were discussed with the part- 
ners in the region. A positive selection could not be tested, but there was a 
comparison of the results to other findings in the literature to show if the results 
might be generalizable. 

The literature shows a positive influence of education on the valuation for 
landscapes (e.g., Hackl & Pruckner, 1999; Howley et al., 2012; Kaltenborn & 
Bjerke, 2002; Kammerer et al., 1996; Marangon & Visintin, 2007; Verbi¢é & 
Slabe-Erker, 2009). More specifically, Vanderheyden et al. (2013) found that 
people with a higher level of education value close-nature landscapes higher 
than other landscape types. Education was tested for each landscape in this re- 
search but the results were not displayed as significant. Some negative impact 
from education could be found for the LPLD region city and village landscape 
and for the village landscape of LNWM. All other coefficients were displayed 
positively. The same could be said for the coefficients of the LPM. 

Age has a negative effect on the valuation of water and village landscape as 
well as the city but with no statistical significant coefficients. This is a common 
finding in practical valuation research (Carson et al., 2001; Hackl & Pruckner, 
1999) and also in preference analyses (Balling & Falk, 1982). The negative 
impact of the age could be explained by the decreasing senses by the elderly 
people and the shrinking future for them in the landscape (Tuan, 1990). 

Swanwick (2009) found that the experiences with different landscape types 
are important for later life. A test was not possible but a positive influence 
could be found for the number of children for each landscape perception, ex- 
cept for the region STB. It could be the case that people with a higher amount 
of children spend more time in the environment than families with a lower 
number. 

Sex roles could explain different perceptions of the environment; for in- 
stance, men generally value wild landscapes higher and women prefer more 
vegetated landscapes (Tuan, 1990). This could not be found in these analyses — 
instead, it might be dependent on the region’s influence. For LYWM, women 
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generally value the landscape higher, while in the other regions men tend to 
value each type of landscape higher. 

The results with respect to income in the literature usually show a positive 
influence (e.g., Campbell, 2007; Howley et al., 2012; Kammerer et al., 1996; 
Marangon & Visintin, 2007; Verbi¢é & Slabe-Erker, 2009), but one research 
study found a negative influence (Morrison & Dowell, 2013) and Hackl and 
Pruckner (1999) did not find any significance for income. An explanation for 
the negative tendency in the current examination might be that people having 
more money than the average do not appreciate the village in the same way 
because they are able to spend holidays in a symbolic landscape and spend 
money for these landscapes. This would also emphasize the assumption that 
everyday landscapes are inferior goods, as stated before. But because the effect 
turned out to be zero, there might not be any effect at all. 

Because of the selection of landscapes and regions and the results of the 
control variable, the results of this paper might be transferrable to other regions. 
There might be other regions with similar problems as the analyzed regions. 
For instance, other metropolises might also have strong attractions and the re- 
gions in the hinterland identify themselves over the metropolis instead of their 
own attractions and landscapes. 


6.6 Conclusion 


The paper had the aim to determine the valuation of three cultural landscapes in 
three regions of the MR HH. The research questions were: First, how the resi- 
dent population values different cultural landscapes in their respective region; 
second, what the differences in valuation for the same landscapes between dif- 
ferent sub-regions of the MR HH are; and third, which factors have an influ- 
ence on the valuation of the different landscapes in each region? 

The results suggest that close-nature landscapes are perceived higher than 
the built-up landscape of the city. But even if this is the case, less than 50 % of 
the people in each regional sample are willing to give any money for landscape 
preservation and protection. 

Overall, it can be stated that the examined variables of the bond to nature, 
bond to region, rural environment, and the fact of being a newcomer or a re- 
turnee to the region are important for the perception of the landscapes — even if 
only the bond to nature and the newcomer factor are significant in every chosen 
landscape. Surprisingly, the importance of bond to region differs between the 
regions. By contrast, the use of the landscape does not seems to be important 
for the perception, but with the exception of STB, where the occupational use 
negatively influence the perception of landscape. However, the use of the land- 
scape for relaxing or sports does not have any impact on the perception. The 
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socioeconomic variables of age, education and income have almost no effect on 
the perception of the landscapes. 

The results show interesting aspects of the differences between the land- 
scape types and the analyzed regions. Bond to nature is an important and stable 
aspect to integrate into examinations of landscapes perceptions. Besides the 
provision of information, this finding is also an important for regional planers if 
they would like to strengthen the perception of landscapes. It could be shown 
that the valuation of the close-nature landscapes (water and village landscapes) 
are valued higher if the participant is living in an urban area. This could imply 
that the rural living environment depends only on the landscape type but not the 
analyzed region. Bond to region might be dependable on the region and not on 
the landscape type in valuation of landscapes. Concluding, the results show the 
complexity of landscape perception used as arguments about why no compari- 
sons of different landscapes and regions in the literature exist yet (Mayer & 
Job, 2014; Morrison & Dowell, 2013; Schmitz et al., 2003). But this analysis 
shows that a comparison indeed produces interesting results. 

It could be proven that valuation of landscapes differs between different re- 
gions and landscape types. Because of the results of this work, it can be said the 
valuation of landscapes is partly a subjective measure as stated by Campbell 
(2007) and Job and Knies (2001). But, it could also be influenced by the values 
and norms in the region and the resources that are available in these regions 
(Paasi, 2002), thus showing the subjectivity of the region and not only of the 
individual. Individuals living in the same cultural context share the same under- 
standing of their landscapes and therefore could value it in similar ways than 
people outside the specific cultural context (Butler, 2016, Stephenson, 2008). 
This was shown especially for bond to region and the occupational use of the 
landscape as influence factors for valuation. 

The results of this analysis show the complexity of the valuation of land- 
scapes and the used method also has some difficulties*". It might be interesting 
to integrate other constructs that could be used as indicators for perception — for 
instance, volunteering in or for a landscape. Individuals who are volunteering 
for the region and its landscapes also invest something into the protection, 
preservation and design of landscapes and might not be willing to give some 
money for the landscapes. Some researchers already used this combination of 
the monetary and volunteer valuation, but for developing countries (e.g., 
Echasseh et al., 1997; Vasquez, 2014). Another aspect that could be interesting 
for future research might be analyzing the differences between locals, newcom- 
er and returnee. These groups showed statistical significant values in this analy- 





31 For an overview of the limitations see for instance Venkatachalam (2004) or Mitchell and 
Carson (1989). 
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sis, but dependable on the region or the landscape type, so that the valuation of 
each group could also be explained by different factors. 
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7 Does Migration Biography Affect the Perception of 
Landscapes? Empirical Evidence for Newcomers, 
Returnees and Locals from Steinburger Elbmarschen, 
Germany 


The following chapter analyzes the perception of symbolic and everyday land- 
scapes of newcomers, returnees and locals in the region of STB. The cultural 
landscapes are split into symbolic and everyday landscapes. 


7.1. The Importance of Migration Biography for the Landscape 
Perception 


The term landscape can be used for every type of landscape (Schein, 1997), 
because in general landscapes could be interpreted as a result of practices, rela- 
tionships and interaction of natural and/or human factors (Butler, 2016; Council 
of Europe, 2000). They are a valuable source of understanding the past of a 
culture or a region (Kuechler, 1993). This implies that a landscape is not only 
valued by the past culture, but at the same time with the cultural context of each 
individual (Stephenson, 2008). It can be suggested that people living in the 
same cultural context value a landscape in similar ways (Paasi, 2002). 
Halfacree and Rivera (2011), for instance, stated that past experiences are im- 
portant for developing a view of the landscape in question and that these can 
change over time because of more or different experiences. Therefore, people 
have to value a landscape subjectively, depending on their individual experi- 
ence with and in the landscape (Butler, 2016; Meinig, 1979; Stephenson, 2008). 

De Haan (1999) argued that the triggers for migration are determined by the 
social and cultural institutions that in individual has and at the same time by the 
local customs and ideologies. Because of this, the literature suggests dividing 
groups of newcomers and locals because the social and cultural values are dif- 
ferent from each other (Brennan & Cooper, 2008). Long-term residents seem to 
have other practices working with the landscape (practices regarding productiv- 
ity) than people moved to a region because of the amenities**. These differences 
between the two groups are arising because of the different experiences the 





32 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD, 1994) defines an amenity 
as specific landscapes, natural resources or human activities in the land that are providing ben- 
efits for the people by consuming it. 
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people have: while locals stayed in this one region, newcomers have at least 
experiences two different regions and its landscapes. The amenity-orientation 
of the newcomer might lead to more regard to the preservation of the landscape 
(Abrams, Gosnell, Gill & Klepeis, 2012; Hurley & Halfacree, 2011; Mendham 
& Curtis, 2010) and therefore could lead to different valuation of the land- 
scapes itself. Fortmann and Kusel (1990) argued that the values might be dif- 
ferent between newcomers and locals, but the values of the newcomers might 
already exist in the local community, the newcomers only express them visible. 
Returnees share or shared some cultural context with locals but also with new- 
comers, but its context might be different because of different experiences 
(Butler, 2016; Meinig, 1979; Zach, Schulz, Waltert & Piitz, 2015). Therefore, 
the perception of returnees might be on the one hand close to these of the new- 
comers and on the other hand to locals. 

The migration literature tells a lot about the characteristics and motives of 
the movers (Barcus & Brunn, 2010), but there was no research found about the 
perception of the landscape and the differences between these groups. It might 
be the case that amenity-orientated people could lead to more preservation and 
protection of the landscape because of their knowledge about the landscapes 
(Abrams et al., 2012; Deller et al., 2001; McElhinny 2006). If there are differ- 
ent landscape perceptions this could have impacts on the institutional govern- 
ment of the region. Lorah (2000) concluded that regions with natural amenity 
(especially wilderness areas) have higher levels of population growth and could 
therefore help to understand future development in the regions. There might be 
some other indications in the general landscape preference literature that these 
groups have different preferences (Tveit, 2009). 

The aim of this paper is to identify the impact of migration biography on the 
perception of landscape. In this context, the paper will answer two research 
questions. First, how does the perception of landscapes in general differ be- 
tween newcomers, returnees and locals? Second, is the perception of different 
kinds of landscape affected differently by migration biography? The sample is 
small so that this analysis could be understood as explorative examination, be- 
cause there was not identified any analysis using these groups and the land- 
scape types at once before. 

Following this introduction, there is describing the theory about different 
migration theories, including an overview about previous results in the litera- 
ture. Subsequently, the hypotheses are formulated. A description about the re- 
gion of STB and its regional landscapes is the next part of this analysis. This 
chapter should help imagine the appearance of the landscapes in the region. 
Afterward the used variables and the methodology are described. In this part, 
there are also some descriptive statistics to have a look on the manifestations 
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and get some ideas about the data. Hereafter there are the results of the empiri- 
cal analyses presented. These results and possible difficulties as well as further 
research are discussed subsequently. The research ends with a conclusion. 


7.2 Migration Biographies and Landscape Perception 


This chapter describes the differences between the newcomers, returnees and 
locals based on the theoretical background, and connects these differences with 
the landscape perception. The second part shows some findings of the literature 
between different groups of residents (including second homeowners and tour- 
ists). Followed is the part that describes the differences between the analyzed 
landscapes and a categorization of these into landscape types. The chapter ends 
with the formulation of hypotheses for the following analyses. 


7.2.1 Migration Theories 


There are a lot of theories of migration or at least research in the economic lit- 
erature (Ritchey, 1976). The neoclassical theories are available at the macro 
and micro levels (Massey et al., 1993)? and focus mostly on the earnings of an 
individual (Ritchey, 1976). On the macro level, the theories try to explain mi- 
gration initiated by geographic differences in labor supply and demand, while 
theories on the micro level integrate the cost-benefit assessment into their deci- 
sion to migrate (Massey et al., 1993). Because this work looks into the differ- 
ences between migrant and locals these theories do not seem to be adequate to 
explain some possible differences. The “new economies of migration” inte- 
grates further aspects like the opinion of related people or the minimization of 
risks (Massey et al., 1993). This theory is on the micro level, but the focus is 
still on economic decision rather than on environmental ones and is not about 
why individuals differ from each other. Therefore, these theories do not seem to 
be adequate to characterize migrants from locals. 

The Dual Labor Market Theory explains migration by using the intrinsic la- 
bor demand, especially in more modern societies (Massey et al., 1993). As ar- 
gued for the other theories, the focus is again on the labor market rather than on 
other further aspects why an individual would migrate or what a migrant differ 
from a local person and therefore such theories are not useful for this analysis. 
The last kind of theories categorized by Massey et al. (1993) is called World 
Systems Theory. In these theories the development of the conditions for labor is 





33 The classifications of the theories differ by each corresponding author. For instance, Ritchey 
(1976) named the theories of migration as labor mobility studies and social demographic stud- 
ies. King (2002) differentiates theories by process (the act of migration itself) and the product 
(e.g., cultural characteristics, integration analyses). 
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in focus. These theories are more broadly orientated but do not give any indica- 
tion of the differences between the groups of newcomers and locals and their 
characteristics examined in this analysis. The authors describe four more theo- 
ries (network theory, institutional theory, cumulative theory, migration system 
theory) that could interpret as broader theories that include more soft aspects 
for migration. These theories could help in understanding why migration is eas- 
ier in the future — but they do not help in deciphering the differences between 
migrants and locals. It might be the case that psychology orientated theories 
might be better suitable towards understanding differences in the characteristics 
of locals and (re)migrants. 

The other part of existing theories is about structural and social- 
psychological analysis of individuals (Ritchey, 1976). The more structural theo- 
ries are about the position of the individual in society while the social- 
psychological theories are about the internal attributes (e.g., motives, values, 
norms) (Ritchey, 1976). Mabogunje (1970) argued that people moving from a 
rural area to an urban one transform their attitudes and motivation to get more 
involved in the urban contexts. This shows that the characteristics can change 
over time, because they are depending on the economic, political and cultural 
circumstances of each individual (de Haan, 1999). The research suggests that 
migrants are often younger, higher educated and without strong ties to the 
community through their spouse or child (Lansing & Mueller, 1967; an over- 
view of results is, e.g., shown by Ritchey, 1976), but that does not mean that 
every migrant shows these characteristics (King, 2002). In addition to these 
characteristics, the institutional agencies are also an important factor for the 
migration decision (Mabogunje, 1970). This part of the migration research 
seems to be more adequate in explaining differences between migrants and lo- 
cals. Therefore, some chosen theories are shown in the following. 

One of the earliest and most common theories of migration in the so-called 
social demographic theories might be the theory of pull and push factors (e.g., 
Heberle, 1938; Lee, 1966; Massey et al., 1993; Petersen, 1958; Ritchey, 1976; 
Toren, 1976). Pull factors are factors that are located in the new place that are 
able to tempt a person to this place while push factors are these that are located 
in the place of residence that an individual is dissatisfied with (Lee, 1966; Tor- 
en, 1976). The push factors are associated with negative aspects of the country 
of origin while the pull factors are showing the positive aspects of the new 
place (Heberle, 1938; Lee, 1966; Toren, 1976). Lee (1966) completed the mod- 
el of push and pull factors with intervening obstacles (e.g., distance, physical 
barriers) and personal factors (e.g., new job, marriage). The personal factors 
include structural and social psychological aspects (Ritchey, 1976). Therefore, 
this theory might be adequate to explain differences in migration in this case. 
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This model comes closer to the aim of the following analyses because it already 
integrates personal factors of the individual. 

Petersen (1958) criticized the approach of the push and pull factors because 
in his opinion it is based on the social causation hypotheses™ rather than on the 
motives of the migrants, concluding that the factor theory might therefore not 
be relevant for all layers of the population. Because of this, the author tried to 
bring the results for international and internal migration together into one more 
general typology of migration. Such a typology was also made for return mi- 
grants from Gmelch (1980). King (2002) formed a general typology of mi- 
grants for the “current” migration phenomenon. While the theory of the push 
and pull factors might be applicable to this examination, the typologies might 
not be. But this typology might be helpful in other cases. 

In earlier research, wanderlust was named as the central motive of migra- 
tion, but Petersen (1958) argued that this could not be the only reason why peo- 
ple move. Based on this argument and on other research before (Toren, 1976; 
Williams & Sofranko, 1979), Boneva and Frieze (2001) developed a model 
about the motives of emigrants to leave the country. This theory is based on the 
personality of the migrants and could therefore be defined as a psychological 
theory. The authors found that people who want to leave are more work- 
orientated and usually have higher scores of achievement and power motiva- 
tion, while the affiliation motivation and the family centrality is low comparing 
with the people who want to stay. They justify the high scores with the argu- 
ment that people with a high achievement and power motivation tend to look 
for more challenging and are more willing to take risks than people with a low 
score. The authors concluded that these arguments went along with a higher 
work orientation of emigrants. Previous research found that job transfers or a 
new job were the most important reasons for migrants to move in general (Price 
& Sikes, 1975; Shaw, 1975). Additionally, Ritchey (1976) argued that the mo- 
tivation to migrate because of work-orientation is lower for older people than 
for younger once. The low affiliation motivation and family centrality are ex- 
plained by a lower importance of networks and (family) relationships to others 
than for those people who want to stay (Boneva & Frieze, 2001). This argu- 
mentation is in line with other research (e.g., Lansing & Mueller, 1967) or theo- 
ries of other research areas for instance regarding the activity in volunteering 
(Carstensen, 1995). Newer research confirmed that people living in places with 
fewer kin are more willing to move than people having kin in their neighbor- 
hood (Kolk, 2017; Spring, Ackert, Crowder & South, 2017). Additionally to 





34 Some events (e.g., migration) happen because of social disadvantages like unemployment of 
some layers of the population rather than because of internal motives of the individual (Pe- 
tersen, 1958). 
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these, Boneva and Frieze (2001) concluded that the migration behavior is de- 
pending on the actual opportunities for resettle and some environmental factors 
of both the sending and the entering country. Other psychological factors are 
also important for migration decisions. But besides these individual characteris- 
tics, the background of the individual might be important as well (Mabogunje, 
1970). Even if this model is applied to emigrants, it might also be true for peo- 
ple who want to migrate to different regions within a country and it makes it 
possible to find common characteristics between newcomers and locals. 

Halfacree and Boyle (1993) used a different approach with the integration 
of the biography of each migrant for the decision to migrate. For instance, as 
indicated by Williams and McMillen (1983) before and by Kupiszewski (1996) 
later, the past of the individual regarding migration is important for future deci- 
sions of migration: Individuals who migrate once show higher motivations to 
migrate again. Halfacree and Boyle (1993) argued that the biographies of the 
migrants indicate the reasons for moving. The authors stated that Wolpert 
(1965) had already taken the first steps into a biographical approach because he 
concluded that the decision to move depended on the past of the individual and 
on the future the individual hopes to have, which indicates the importance of 
the biography. The biographical approach might be part of the psychology of 
the individual, but also of the human geography, more concrete population ge- 
ography. As in the landscape preferences® and landscape perception® theories, 
it integrates the individual contexts and characteristics (Swanwick, 2009; 
Swanwick et al., 2007; Upham et al., 2009; Zube et al., 1982). It could also be 
used for the explanation of the current analysis because the link between popu- 
lation geography and social psychology seems to be beneficial (Halfacree & 
Boyle, 1993). This might be even made clearer by the work of Warnes (1992), 
who argued in his biographical approach that the social and environmental con- 
ditions have the same rate as the personal circumstances in which the individual 
lives for the migration. This approach could show differences in the analyzed 
groups in this paper and might therefore be adequate to understand different 
perceptions of landscapes. 


7.2.2 Previous Findings of Differences in the Migration Biographies 


Brennan and Cooper (2008) used different groups of newcomers, separated by 
the years of living in the region of interest. They found that usually locals are 
younger, less educated than newcomers, and newcomers were less likely to be 





35 Landscape preferences are about why people like one landscape better than another one and 
also about the reason for liking (Swanwick et al., 2007). 

36 Landscape perception refers to “the psychology of seeing and attaching meaning to landscape” 
(Swanwick et al., 2007, p. 4) with the use of every sense the individual has (Tuan, 1990). 
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employed and have children less than 18 years of age. Because of these results, 
the authors argued that there might be differences in the attitudes and values of 
these two groups (Brennan & Cooper, 2008). The authors found that locals are 
valuing the heritage higher than the newcomers and that the locals perceive the 
in-migration and the development of the region more negatively than the new- 
comers do (Brennan & Cooper, 2008). Additionally, Brennan and Cooper 
(2008) found that the percentage of newcomers and locals that perceive the cul- 
tural heritage as important is almost equal to all groups while more newcomers 
find it unimportant and more locals find it very important. 

Kondo et al. (2012) looked into the different perceptions regarding the envi- 
ronment of locals and second homeowners. The authors were able to show that 
second homeowners use their second home to get away from the everyday live 
and as a chance to be isolated. While the literature of newcomers shows that 
this group tends to support environmental protection because of its preservation 
aspects (Hansen et al., 2002; Rudzitis, 1999), second homeowners are more 
supportive of guidelines to restrict the access to environmental areas for a 
broader public (Kondo et al., 2012). 

Ni Laoire (2007) looked at the motives of Irish return migrants to rural are- 
as. She argued that returnees are in some characteristics similar to newcomer 
but also similar to locals because they have the inside and outside perspective 
for the region. The people who left the region might have a higher esteem of 
the landscape in the region they left because they have different experience as 
well as have seen other landscapes and regions. This argumentation was con- 
firmed from von Reichert et al. (2014). 

Kaltenborn and Williams (2002) analyzed the differences between tourists 
and locals and found that for the local residents the natural environment and the 
regional social network are important factors for the landscape perception. 
These two aspects are usually closely related to their experiences in the region 
and the cultural history and its landscapes. Job and Knies (2001) also looked 
into these two groups and found that residents value the landscapes in their sur- 
rounding higher than tourists. As Kaltenborn and Williams (2002), the authors 
explain the differences in the perception with a higher degree of identification 
with the region. 

Gottlieb (1994) examined the importance of amenities for firm locations 
and attractiveness of jobs. The employees would have a higher benefit of the 
amenity itself while the firms want to benefit of qualified employees who 
search for jobs close to natural amenities. Therefore, this connection analyzed 
by Gottlieb (1994) is more an indirect connection because the firm chose the 
location and the employees follow or not. Amenities did not seem to have a 
strong influence on the choice of the firm location. The author argues that an 
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amenity-related firm location might make sense if the firm is working on the 
region market if the community in the region is needed. 


7.2.3 The Landscape and Its Types 


For the analyses, the landscapes were divided into two types: symbolic and eve- 
ryday ones. This differentiation of landscapes was used in the literature before: 
As described by Antrop (2005) a symbolic landscape involves old landmarks or 
special places with history value for the region. For instance, Molina et al. 
(2016) delved into protected areas and Marangon and Visintin (2007) as well as 
Job and Knies (2001) used vineyards. This landscape type embraces special 
landscapes that could not be found in every other region and could therefore be 
summarized as symbolic landscapes. These landscapes are valuable for the 
identity of the people living in the region and therefore they are conserved al- 
ready (Antrop 2005). 

An everyday landscape is originated over time by the cultural background 
and could be experienced by almost everyone who is in the region (Groth, 
1997). The landscape type was, for instance, analyzed by Vanderheyden et al. 
(2013), who examined different landscapes closer to nature. Tweed and Suther- 
land (2007) and Bamert et al. (2016) analyzed typical old buildings and its 
symbolic character for the people living in this type of landscape. Other re- 
search looked at agriculture land (e.g., Kammerer et al., 1996; Karkow & 
Gronemann, 2005) or forests (e.g., Haugen, 2015). These landscapes could be 
found in almost every other region and could therefore be resumed as everyday 
landscape. Because of this variety of landscape in the examined region, this 
region was defined as an amenity-rich one, as described by Abrams et al. 
(2012). 

Boll, von Haaren and Albert (2014) determined the reaction of changes in 
specific landscapes in the MR HH. One landscape was the Elbe Marsh, but with 
a different portion than analyzed in this elaboration. The Elbe Marsh is usually 
covered by meadows and open land and the authors wanted to find out how 
changes in this landscape are accepted. They found that buildings show the 
highest rate of rejection, followed by more fields in the expense of the mead- 
ows. The highest rate of acceptance was found for hedges and shrubs. Also the 
increase of the amount of tourists or a higher rate of maintenance was seen as a 
more negative change than in the other symbolic landscapes of the MR HH. 


7.2.4 Hypotheses 


As seen in the parts before, there is some research that looked into differences 
between groups or between landscapes. This research tried to put together the 
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different groups and their perceptions of different landscapes so that in the end 
there would be a comparison of the groups for different landscape types. None 
of the previous works brought together these both construct. This comparison 
might be useful because identified differences between the resident groups and 
different landscape types might be helpful for the region. It might be the case 
that the perceptions of different landscape types also differ and not only the 
perception of the groups itself. To analyze these differences, the following sev- 
en hypotheses out of previous findings of the literature were formulated. 

Because of different experience and different cultural contexts in the past 
(Butler, 2016; Meinig, 1979), there might be different valuations of the land- 
scape. The assumption is that people who have never left the region have a 
lower valuation of the symbolic landscape of marshlands and farmhouses. Peo- 
ple who have left the region for a while value these landscapes higher, because 
they realized that these landscapes are very special to the region. This was al- 
ready identified from von Reichert et al. (2012). They examined reasons for 
returning to a rural community and found that returnees valued landscapes 
higher than locals. This phenomenon was also found by Haugen (2015), who 
concluded that landowners value the landscape lower than the general public, 
because the general public identified the land as special and for the owners it 
was an everyday one. This might be going back to the argument that the recog- 
nition of the landscape is different if the individual has seen different land- 
scapes. Similar aspects could be true for newcomers who might not have seen 
these landscape types before they moved to the region and therefore value them 
higher than locals. In summary, the first hypothesis says that newcomers and 
returnees value the symbolic landscape higher than the locals (H1). This hy- 
pothesis should indicate if the recognition of landscapes is higher because of 
his or her experience with other landscapes than for locals. 

Some studies already concluded landscape preferences in WTP research 
(e.g., Campbell, 2007; Howley et al., 2012; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002). Some 
of these examinations and theories identified the everyday landscape of water 
as preferred landscapes. For instance, Deller et al. (2001) found that water 
seems to be important for economic growth and therefore the valuation of the 
landscape might be higher for this landscape type than for other landscapes. 
Therefore the research will test if the preference of all three groups is for the 
water landscape (H2). This hypothesis is important for planners, for instance, 
because it could indicate what everyday landscape types might be valuable and 
not only symbolic ones. 

Bond to region might be an important factor for landscape valuation, as ar- 
gued by Vaske and Kobrin (2001), who found a high correlation between bond 
to the region and the behavior in the landscape. The bond to region is described 
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by Gustafson (2006) as the place attachment — that means the connection be- 
tween people and a specific place and all the connecting aspects of this place 
(e.g., feeling, knowledge or actions). The bond is developed by the identity 
with the region that has been build over the years (Fritz-Vietta et al., 2015; 
Morrison & Dowell, 2013). Kaltenborn and Williams (2002) concluded that a 
high attachment to a region have a positive impact on the values of the envi- 
ronmental surrounding. Because locals had more time to build a bond to region, 
it might be stronger than for returnees or newcomers (Anton & Lawrence, 
2014). These two groups might start building a new bond if they move to the 
region even if Barcus and Brunn (2010) argued that it is not relevant if a person 
is still living at the place for the bond to region. Bond to region has a positive 
impact on the WTP for locals and a negative impact on the returnees and new- 
comers (H3). This hypothesis will underlie the importance of the relationship to 
the region that could be help the planners to identify an important approach for 
the attractiveness of the region. 

Activities in nature are relevant indicators for the perception of environmen- 
tal surroundings (von Reichert et al., 2014). It seems more than plausible that 
people who are often using the nature for activities value it higher than people 
who do not. For this explanation it does not seem to be a difference between the 
three groups analyzed. Only a difference between the landscape types could be 
assumed: while everyday landscapes could be used by almost everyone for free, 
the symbolic landscapes are usually on private land. Therefore, the hypothesis 
is formulated as follows: the daily use of the region for relaxing or sports has a 
positive impact on the valuation of everyday landscapes but not on the symbol- 
ic ones (H4). This hypothesis could help planners to understand what they 
should do to support their landscapes in the right way. 

Children were identified in the migration literature as an important factor 
for moving (Ni Laoire, 2007; von Reichert et al., 2014). This would result in 
the hypothesis that having children will influence the perception of an everyday 
landscape in a positive way. This could arise from using the landscape for 
walks with the children or for playgrounds. Because the symbolic landscapes 
are agriculture land in the current case meadows or the ground is private prop- 
erty, the valuation of this type of landscape might be lower if people have chil- 
dren. Regarding these results the hypothesis is that children have a positive im- 
pact on the valuation of everyday landscape but a negative influence on the 
valuation of symbolic landscapes (H5). 

Level of education might also play a role in the valuation of landscapes. For 
instance, Rudzitis (1999) and Johnson (2000) found that migrants are more ed- 
ucated than people living in the regions. Von Reichert et al. (2014) concluded 
that return migrants usually move back because they graduated. In previous 
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WTP analyses, the educational level had a positive impact on the valuation of 
landscapes (Hackl & Pruckner, 1999; Howley et al., 2012; Kaltenborn & 
Bjerke, 2002; Kammerer et al., 1996; Marangon & Visintin, 2007; Verbi¢ & 
Slabe-Erker, 2009). It might be the case that the higher educated people learned 
more about nature and its preservation — in particular about special landscapes 
(symbolic ones). The results of these studies would mean that people returned 
or moved to the region have a higher level of education than the locals and 
might to know more about the idiosyncrasies of German landscapes. Even if it 
might be the case that popular landscapes are always perceived the best, the 
regional symbolic landscapes in this case are not popular but still special to the 
region. Hence, there is the hypothesis that the level of education has a positive 
influence on the WTP for newcomers and retumees; this effect might be higher 
for symbolic landscapes than for the everyday ones (H6). 

People who returned to a region are more involved in social networks and 
communities than people who never left the region (von Reichert et al., 2014). 
Newcomers and returnees who are volunteering might have lower valuation of 
the landscapes in terms of financial support because they already support the 
landscape by the volunteer work. Therefore, there is the hypothesis that volun- 
teering of returnees and newcomers has a negative influence on the valuation of 
the landscapes (H7). 


7.3 Landscapes of the Steinburger Elbmarschen 


The region STB is located in the hinterland of the MR HH and is part of the 
county of Steinburg (see Fig. 7-1). Around the county are the counties of Dith- 
marschen, Pinneberg, Segeberg and Rendsburg-Eckernfoerde and, of course, 
the Elbe (river). For this research, the cities Itzehoe, Wilster and Gliickstadt and 
the administrative departments of Wilstermarsch, Krempermarsch and Horst- 
Herzhorn are used. 

The region of STB has more than half its fields covered with meadows and 
pastures (Kowalewski & Schulze, 2010) — especially in the Elbe marsh sector. 
It is very close to sea level and therefore the protection of the land is one of the 
most important things for the region (Scheer, 2014). The history*’ indicates that 
the region had help from Dutch experts when building the drainages of the 
land. Still today, the dyke building, building calas for the drainage and building 
of locks is very important for the preservation of the land in the region (Scheer, 
2014). 





37 Naudiet, Arlt, Jansen and Maiwald (1994) give a good overview of the historical developments 
of the region of STB. 
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Fig. 7-1: Location of the Steinburger Elbmarschen in the metropolitan area of Hamburg 

















Note: In the middle of the map is the metropolis Hamburg. STB is located in the hinterland of 
the metropolis close to the Elbe (dark grey area). 
Source: Regional Database Germany, own illustration. 


Regarding the statistical data, the region is the most rural area compared to 
the MR HH or Germany as a whole. In this region 161 people lived per square 
kilometer in 2013, while in the MR HH it was 192, and in Germany 226 per- 
sons per square kilometer on average (Fig. 7-1). The amount of the residents 
younger than 15 years of age is slightly lower in the analyzed region than for 
the MR HH or Germany. In line with this, the amount of people older than 65 
years is a bit higher than in the other regions in comparison. While the region 
STB has a negative demographic development, for Germany the negative de- 
velopment is lower than for STB and for the MR HH it is even positive. For the 
BPI that is 100 for the whole of Germany, it can be seen that it is lower than 
100 for STB (lower BPI by the residents of this region) than for the MR HH as 
a whole. The job density is similar in each area. The working population in the 
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agricultural and mining sector is highest for the region of STB and lowest for 
the MR HH. The sector of manufacturing is highest for Germany as a whole 
and again lowest for the MR HH. For the MR HH, the service sector is highest. 
Germany as a whole and the region of STB display similar values in this sector. 


Tab. 7-1: Regional data of the region Steinburg in comparison with the metropolitan area of 
Hamburg and Germany 








Metropolitan 





area of Ham- 

STB burg Germany 
Residents per square kilometer (2013)! 161 192 226 
Residents younger than 15 years (2013)! 12,9% 13,3% 13,1% 
Residents older than 65 years (2013)' 22,4% 21,0% 20,8% 
Demographic development per 1,000 residents 
(2008-2012)'2 -14,5 7,3 -3,1 
Buying Power Index per resident (2012)° 96,6 104,3 100,0 
Job density (2013)'+ 55,3% 55,3% 55,5% 
Working Population Primary Production (District, 
2012)§ 5,5% 3,9% 4,3% 
Working Population Secondary Production (District, 
2012)§ 24,7% 18.1% 27,1% 
Working Population Tertiary Production (District, 
2012)° 69,8% 78,0% 68,7% 








Source: | Regional Database Germany, 2 Landesamt fiir Statistik Niedersachsen, Statistisches 
Amt Hamburg und Schleswig Holstein, Statistisches Amt Mecklenburg Vorpommern, 3 GfK 
(Buyer Power Index D=100), 4 Bundesagentur fiir Arbeit, 5 VGR der Lander. 


All landscapes used in this paper are photographes of actual accessable 
landsapes. The everyday landscapes are covered with water, cities and villages. 
The water landscape shows a part of the Stér river, some green meadows 
around its banks and the circuitousness of the landscape. Some examinations 
already showed the attractiveness of water landscapes for migration (e.g., 
Johnson & Beale, 1998). The city landscape displays some old half-timbered 
house and a church spire. The village is illustrated by a line of house with an 
avenue in front of them, and cobbelstone line the streets. 

The symbolic landscapes are a marsh landscape as well as a landscape of 
old farmhouses. The region of STB is characterized by the area of 
Wilstermarsch and Krempermarsch that are divided by the Stor. The landscapes 
of the marshs are a relatively young landscape optimal for growing plants 
(Scheer, 2014). The picture of the marsh landscape in this analysis shows the 
meadows and that these are slightly elevated to help the water run off. In the 
background of this picture is a small city with a church. The farmhouses of 
Wilstermarsch and Krempermarsch differ to some degree (Scheer, 2014): In 
Krempermarsch, the “Fachhallenhaus” could be find with a hall that exends the 
whole house. From this hall, there branch off all other rooms and the stables. In 
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the middle of the 19" century, the farmers started to separate the living area 
from the economical areas. Some farmers built some manor houses out of the 
“Fachhallenhaus”. The so-called “Husmannshus” of the Wilstermarsch had a 
basement created for dairy processing. These houses segregated between living 
and work space since the beginning. The picture with the landscape of old 
farmhouses points out the house next to each other. In the foreground are 
sheeps and a brown field. In front of the houses are old trees. 


7.4 Sample and Methodology 


This chapter is about the data used to answer the research questions above. In 
the first part the data is presented in detail. It describes the variables used for 
the resident groups, followed by a description of used variables for determining 
perception. Then, the control variables are shown. The last part of this chapter 
presents the methodology of the examination. 


7.4.1 Newcomers, Returnees and Locals 


The sample was asked since when they are lived in the regions and they had 
three possibilities to answer the question (Tab. 7-2)*. These categories were 
renamed to locals, returnees and newcomers. 

Out of the responses, almost 30 % were local, 14% returnees, and most of 
the sample was newcomers to the region (almost 54 %). The rest of the sample 
did not answer this question. 

A lot of people (almost 36 %) did not need to answer the question about the 
year of return or income or did not state any year even if they had to answer the 
question (Tab. 7-2, Tab. 7-3). Most of the people returned to the region or 
moved in between 1980 and 1999 (39 % of the newcomers, 37 % of the return- 
ees). The second most common years are since 2000 (36 % of the newcomers, 
37 % of the returnees). Between 1940 and 1960, the fewest people of the sam- 
ple moved into the region. 





38 The variable is described in more detail in Chapter 5.2. 
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Tab. 7-2: Overview of the questions 
Question in the survey Possible answers Transformation of | Name of the Using as... 
the variable variable in the 
data set 
Since when do you live in your — Since birth transformed into local Variable of 
region? Since birth with binary variables returnee interest 
interruptions with 1=yesandO= newcomer 
| moved to the region no 
In what year did you return / Open question not used in the data 
moved into the region set, only for 
descriptive statistics 
What are the reason why you job-related reasons not used in the data 
did not move, did return or did family-related reasons set, only for 
move into the region neighboorhood-related descriptive statistics 
reasons 
financial-related reasons 
other reasons 
In your opinion, should the yes not used in the data 
whole population pay a no set, only for 
directly financial contribution descriptive statistics 
for preservation, protection 
and design of landscapes, 
cities and villages as well as 
historical sites, additionally to 
the already paid taxes? 
What amount of money are O euros transformed intoa Because of Dependen 
you personally willing to pay 1-5 euros binary variable with — using five t variable 
monthly and additionally to 6 - 10 euros 1=is willing to give landscapes, 
the already paid taxes for 11 - 20 euros some money for the there are five 
preservation, protection and 21 - 50 euros landscape andO=is landscape: 
design of the landscapes that 51 - 100 euros not willing to give Water, City, 
are shown on the following more than 100 euros some money for the Village, 
photographes? landscapes Farmhouse, 
Marshland 
What is your gender? female withO=maleand1 gender Control 
male = female variable 
How old you are? 0-17 years transformed into under 25 years Control 
18 - 24 years three groups where 25to65 years variable 
25 - 34 years 1 = part of the over 65 years 
35 - 44 years group and 0 = not 
45 - 54 years part of the group 
55 - 64 years 
65 - 74 years 
older than 75 years 
What is your highest school No school graduation transformed into higher Control 
graduation? Main school one binary variable education variable 
Middle school with 1 = yes (High 
High school School or College 
College qualification) and 0 
= no (lower 
education 
qualification) 
How many children do you open answer amount of children — children Control 


have? 


variable 
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Question in the survey Possible answers Transformation of | Name of the Using as... 
the variable variable in the 
data set 
Please evaluate the following  Allstatements couldbe transformedintoa bondtoregion Control 
statements concerning your rated from -- = radical binary variable with variable 
bond to your region: refusal over 0 = 1=yes (everyone 
(1) | feel really like home in my _ irresolute to ++ = who marked every 
region. unreserved approval statements with ++ 
(2) With my region, i have a lot or +) andO=no 
of personal memories. (otherwise) 


(3) My personal future is 
strongly linked to the region. 


For what purpose and how (almost) daily transformed intoa use of nature Control 
often do you use your region? _at least once a week binary variable with variable 
at least once a month 1=yes (everyone 
less often who marked using 
not at all the nature daily) 
and 0=no 
(otherwise) 
Do you work on a voluntary yes volunteering Control 
basis? no variable 








Source: Resident survey. 


Tab. 7-3: Overview of the year of moving in or return 








Lived in the region 





Year of return/ moving in since birth with disruption moved in 
1940 to 1959 0,0% 4,3% 
1960 to 1979 18,6% 15,5% 
1980 to 1999 37,3% 39,5% 
2000 to 2019 27,1% 36,5% 








Source: Resident survey. 


The question about the reasons of staying, returning or moving displays that 
the reasons for choosing the region STB are similar for each group (Tab. 7-2, 
Fig. 7-2). Most of the sample said they chose STB due to family-related reasons 
(73 % of the locals, 64 % of the returnees, 42 % of the newcomers). This reason 
is often given from people returning to the region: their family still lives there 
(e.g., Campbell, Strangler & Dailey, 1977). But even people living in neighbor- 
hood without any kin show motivations to move into regions where families 
live (Spring et al., 2017). The least common reasons for the region were finan- 
cial-related (15 % of the locals and 10 % of each returnees and newcomers). 
Job-related and neighborhood-related reasons are less important than the fami- 
ly-related ones, and more important than the financial-related reasons. Job- 
related reasons were also identified in previous literature, and the neighborhood 
was not that important for the sample (Boneva & Frieze, 2001; Shaw, 1975). 
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Fig. 7-2: Reasons for staying in the region, returning or moving in 
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Note: The question allowed multiple answers. 
Source: Resident survey, own illustration. 


This question was researched before by the context of amenity migration. 
Von Reichert et al. (2014) found that children are very important for the deci- 
sion of returning (family-related reasons). Similar reasons for returning were 
found by Ni Laoire (2007). This could be confirmed by the current data. John- 
son (2000) and Von Reichert et al. (2014) found that most of the migrants 
moved due to economic reasons (job-related/financial). Nevertheless, Rudzitis 
(1999) found the opposite: economic reason might not be an important reason 
for moving. The neighborhood was also identified as important reasons for re- 
turning to the region (Ni Laoire 2007; von Reichert et al. 2014). In both anal- 
yses, the neighborhood not only contains the environmental surrounding but 
also the feeling of small-town safety. Knapp and Graves (1989) already con- 
cluded that the decision to migrate hinges on more than one factor, so the re- 
sults of the survey are not surprising. 


7.4.2. Willingness To Pay 


The first question regarding the valuation of the landscapes was about a general 
and direct contribution for protection, preservation and design of the landscape 
(Tab. 7-2). In addition to taxes, the people living in STB have to pay a concrete 
amount of money for disposal of the rainwater (Schwarck, 2010). This might be 
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an explanation why less than 20 % of the sample is willing to give some money 
directly towards landscape conservation. In general, the group most willing to 
pay a general, direct contribution is the group of locals, at 20 %. Returnees are 
the sample respondents that are less willing to give money toward preservation 
(14 %). 

Independent of the first question, there was a question about the valuation 
of each of the five landscapes (Tab. 7-2). For each landscape, a variable was 
created that showed if a person is generally willing to pay something for the 
preservation, protection and design of the landscapes. Differences could be 
seen between the groups and the landscapes (Fig. 7-3). Most of the respondents 
of all three groups are willing to give some money for the conservation of the 
water landscape. The differences between the groups are not statistically signif- 
icant. The Chi? Test shows that the differences are equally distributed for each 
landscape in each group. 


Fig. 7-3: Willingness to pay for the conservation of the landscape, sorted by groups 
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Note: The category of reference is the group of the locals (locals=0%). WTP shows the per- 
centage of people who are willing to pay for at least one of the chosen landscapes. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations and illustration. 


But there are also some differences between the landscapes and groups. The 
landscape of farmhouses is valued highest by the returnees, but the value of the 





39 The detailed answers are described in Chapter 5.1. 
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newcomers is similar. With 29 %, the locals value this type of landscape the 
least. Marshland is also preferred by returnees. The valuation of the locals and 
the newcomers are close, with 35 % and 34 %, respectively. The most preferred 
landscape is the one with water. Almost half of the sample in each group values 
this landscape as the most protectable landscape. 

If a respondent is willing to give some money for the landscapes, most of 
them are willing to give one to five euros. The willingness to support the differ- 
ent landscapes via money is differently distributed for each group. The highest 
and the lowest value are within the everyday landscapes. It can be seen that in 
each group the water landscape is valued highest. The group of the returnees is 
willing to pay the highest amount of money among the analyzed groups; the 
lowest amount would be given from newcomers. The locals have valued land- 
scape in between (Fig. 7-3). The confirmation could also be given for the vil- 
lage landscape. The mean of monetary support does not confirm the results for 
the city landscape. For the symbolic landscape, the results of the means of 
money are similar to Fig. 7-3. For the landscape of the farmhouse, newcomer 
and returnees are willing to support the landscape almost the same, the new- 
comer are on average willing to give higher amounts of money. For marshland, 
the group of the newcomer is the group with the highest valuation of this land- 
scape type, both giving any money and the amount of money. 


7.4.3 Control Variables 


Age, gender and education are used in WTP examinations before (e.g., Howley 
et al., 2012; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002; Kammerer et al., 1996; Karkow & 
Gronemann, 2005; Kim et al., 2015; Mitchell & Carson, 1989; Molina et al., 
2016; Morrison & Dowell, 2013; Schmitz et al., 2003). These variables are also 
used in the migration literature to explain moving (e.g., Johnson, 2000; von 
Reichert et al., 2014; Rudzitis, 1999). These variables were also used (Tab. 
7-2). Further control variables are children, bond to region, use of nature and 
volunteering. 

Regarding the gender, the sample consists of more females than men (Tab. 
7-4). Only the group of the locals is distributed equally, both other groups have 
almost 60 % females. In the migration literature, von Reichert et al. (2014) as 
well as Ritchey (1976) found that the stage of life course might be an important 
indicator for migration and Johnson (2000) concluded that employment could 
influence the decision of migration. For this reason, three different variables 
were defined displaying if a person is less than 25 year, between 25 and 65 
years or older than 65 years. The first variable involves young people in the 
beginning of their work time or still in qualification. The second variable con- 
tains the people who have to work and the last is about the people who are re- 


112 Does Migration Biography Affect the Perception of Landscapes? 





tired. Most of the sample is between 25 and 65 years. This group is relatively 
high represented in the sample and therefore explains that the age is not repre- 
sentative in the region (Fig. 3-2). Because of this result, there were not done 
any analyses with the group of ages. Regarding education, a variable was gen- 
erated that shows if a person has a higher education entrance qualification or 
not. Most of the people in all groups have a lower educational level than the 
higher education entrance qualification. The amount of people having the asked 
qualification is highest in the group of returnees (40 %). The percentage of 
these highly educated people is lesser for the newcomers and the locals, but 
compared with each other, the members of the group of newcomers are a bit 
higher. 


Tab. 7-4: Overview of control variable, sorted by groups (in percent) 

















Locals Returnees Newcomers 

Male 51 44 41 
Under 25 years 13 3 3 
25 - 65 years 68 82 77 
Over 65 years 19 16 20 
0 children 37 18 22 
1 child 14 11 22 
2 children 25 39 30 
3 children 19 26 19 
4 children 4 5 4 
5 children 2 0 2 

6 children 0 0 1 

Higher education 27 40 30 
Bond to region 74 66 38 
Use of nature 53 51 44 
Volunteering 42 52 33 








Source: Resident survey. 


Most of the locals have no children (37 %), while most of the returnees and 
the newcomers have two children (39 % and 30 %, resp.) (Tab. 7-4). Because 
of the possibility of multicollinearity between age and the amount of children, 
this was tested for. Significant negative correlation was only found for those 
less than 25 years old. All others values do not seem to correlate. 

Bond to region was created out of statements concerning the feelings about 
the region (Tab. 7-2), since the attachment to a place is a complex construct 
(Anton & Lawrence, 2014). The three used statements (referring to Lalli, 1992; 
Soini et al., 2012; Weichhart et al., 2006) asked for the emotions about one’s 
home, memories, and future. Only if all three statements were answered by 
‘very important’ or ‘important’ was there a bond to region. As expected, locals 
and returnees have a strong bond to region (74 % and 66 %, resp.). The bond to 
region is weaker for newcomers (38 %) (Tab. 7-4). 
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From the question on how respondents use nature, a variable for the use of 
nature was developed (Tab. 7-2). Only if participants use the region almost dai- 
ly by doing some sports or relaxing in nature did the variable show a positive 
value. Out of the group of locals and returnees almost half of the respondents 
use the nature for activities daily (Tab. 7-4). The value for the newcomers is a 
bit smaller with 44 %. 

In the questionnaire there was a question asking about volunteering (Tab. 
7-2). The question was used as the respondent marked the question. It can be 
seen a similar result: half of the returnees are voluntarily involved, while in the 
group of the locals it is 42 %, and in the newcomers group only 33 % volunteer. 
Anton and Lawrence (2014) also argued that people with a higher bond to re- 
gion are getting more involved in social activities in the region. Therefore the 
correlation between the variables was tested, displaying a coefficient of 0.11, 
which is low, and thus interpreted as there might only being a low correlation 
between the two. 


7.4.4 Methodology 


To analyze the question if newcomer, returnees and locals perceive the land- 
scapes differently, there were used four different logit models, one for each 
landscape. The first model will use all answers no matter if the individual is a 
local or somebody who came into the region. The three other models are sepa- 
rated the individuals regarding the fact if they have never left the region (lo- 
cals), were born in the analyzed county but left it for a while (returnees) or are 
new to the region (newcomer). This strategy allows a comparison of the influ- 
ences with the groups and if the influences are special for a group or if it does 
not matter. 
The following function is used to get results for the research question: 


WTP, in = f®n Wr Rn) 


where WTP,.;, label the WTP of the group r (newcomer, returnee, locals or 
all) for the asked landscape I. X;, is a matrix of the socioeconomic variables 
(sex, age, number of children), W, is a matrix of the work-related variables 
(academic, full time, part time) of person n. R,, include the relationship to STB 
(bond to region) and F, contains the use of the region regarding nature (use of 
nature) and working voluntary for or in the region (volunteering). All models 
are estimated step-by-step to see how the coefficient changes. Subsequent to 
the described models, there will be the result of the likelihood ratio test de- 
scribed. The interpretation is done using marginal effects by mean. 
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7.5 Empirical Analyses 


This part of the paper presents the empirical results. First, all landscapes are 
described individually. After this description is following a comparison of the 
results within the symbolic or everyday landscapes and in the end, the results of 
the landscape types are summarized. This chapter ends with the answers of the 
hypotheses. 


7.5.1 Results of the Landscape in a General Way by Groups 


The WTP for at least one of the examined landscapes for the whole sample dis- 
plays two significant variables (Tab. 7-5)*°. The first of these is the variable for 
the number of children that shows a negative impact on the WTP for at least 
one of the landscapes. This would imply that people with more children are less 
willing to pay a financial amount for landscape protection. The coefficient is 
almost stable with the addition of further variables. It only decreases with the 
inclusion of the educational level. Its effect is medium-high, with -0.05 h*". The 
second one is higher education. People having at least the higher education en- 
trance qualification perceive the regional landscapes higher than people with a 
lower educational level. The coefficient is highest for the model without bond 
to region, use of nature and volunteering, but decreases with the integration of 
bond to nature. It remains almost stable afterwards. Its marginal effect is high. 

The models for the locals did not show any significant variable neither in 
the models with lesser variables than with more variables. 

In the case of the returnees only one variable shows a significant coeffi- 
cient. The higher educational level displays a positive coefficient. This result 
implies that people having a higher education are twice as willing to pay for at 
least one of the landscapes as others. Its impact is a bit smaller for the models 
without volunteering, and without volunteering and use of nature — but it is still 
closes to two. The effect of this variable is high. 

For the newcomers there are the same two variables significant that are im- 
portant for the overall sample: number of children and higher education. The 
coefficient for the number of children is again negative and a bit higher than for 
the overall sample. It implies that people with an increasing number of children 
have a lower perception of the nature than people with lesser children. The co- 
efficient remains stable over the addition of more variables. Its effect is medi- 
um high. The coefficient for higher education is positive. It decreases with the 





40 Tab. A 4 shows the coefficients and the pseudo R? of the estimation. 

41 Following, the marginal effect of 0.000 to 0.05 is described as low effect, an effect between 
0.051 and 0.2 is presented as a medium high effect and the higher effects are used as high ef- 
fect. 
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addition of bond to region and remains on this level. It would mean that people 
with a higher educational level have a higher perception of the landscape than 
those with a lower degree of education. As seen for the overall sample and the 
returnees, the effect of the higher education is high. Furthermore, the age be- 
tween 25 and 65 and bond to region displays some significant coefficients in 
the models without all variables. The age variable has a positive coefficient, but 
it loses its significance with the addition of bond to region and decreases then. 
Bond to region is only significant for the model without use of nature and vol- 
unteering. Its impact with all variables — like in the model — is negative. 


Tab. 7-5: Marginal effects for the estimation of willingness to pay for at least one of the 
landscapes, sorted by groups (margins, standard errors in parentheses) 














WTP All Locals Returnees Newcomers 

Gender 0,021 0,039 -0,044 0,035 
(0.064) (0.116) (0.211) (0.089) 

Under 25 years 0,056 0,159 0,000 0,141 
(0.155) (0.251) (omitted) (0.258) 

Between 25 and 65 years 0,082 0,052 -0,202 0,158 
(0.086) (0.154) (0.262) (0.117) 

Number of children -0,050 ™ -0,026 -0,056 -0,084 ~ 
(0.025) (0.045) (0.102) (0.035) 

Higher education 0,224 ii 0,112 0,503 i 0,261 = 
(0.070) (0.148) (0.217) (0.096) 

Bond to region -0,063 0,141 -0,078 -0,144 
(0.063) (0.135) (0.207) (0.089) 

Use of nature -0,005 -0,017 0,240 -0,082 
(0.063) (0.112) (0.200) (0.087) 

Volunteering -0,014 -0,026 0,109 0,036 
(0.065) (0.117) (0.208) (0.095) 

N 293 92 36 163 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


The likelihood ratio test indicates an increase of the model fit for the overall 
sample by the variable of the educational level. The same can be said for the 
newcomers and returnees. With the integration of bond to region an increase of 
the model fit can be described for the sample of the locals. 


7.5.2 Results of the Farmhouse Landscape by Groups 


The first, specific landscape analyzed more in depth was the farmhouses. The 
only significant variable for the whole sample is the variable of higher educa- 
tion (Tab. 7-6). Its coefficient is positive and indicates that if an individual has 
a higher education level they value the farmhouse landscape one unit higher 





42 The coefficients and the pseudo R? are displayed in Tab. A 5. 
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than individuals with lower levels of education. The coefficient decreases with 
the involvement of bond to region but then stays almost at one. Its significance 
is on the highest level of 0.01. The pseudo R-squared increase with the integra- 
tion of higher education, implying that the model fit does not improve with the 
involvement of more variables. The marginal effect of it is high. 


Tab. 7-6: Marginal effects for the estimation of the farmhouse landscape (symbolic landscape), 
sorted by groups (margins, standard errors in parentheses) 














Farmhouses All Locals Returnees Newcomers 
Gender -0,011 -0,072 -0,244 0,066 
(0.061) (0.109) (0.203) (0.086) 
Under 25 years 0,056 0,205 0,000 0,210 
(0.142) (0.226) (omitted) (0.246) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0,010 0,028 -0,143 0,026 
(0.084) (0.147) (0.244) (0.115) 
Number of children -0,031 -0,013 -0,052 -0,051 
(0.024) (0.042) (0.085) (0.033) 

Higher education 0,223 aah 0,084 0,502 a 0,272 “ 
(0.064) (0.131) (0.197) (0.088) 
Bond to region -0,077 0,146 -0,146 -0,135 
(0.060) (0.129) (0.182) (0.088) 
Use of nature -0,020 -0,097 0,195 -0,040 
(0.060) (0.102) (0.178) (0.084) 
Volunteering -0,005 -0,011 0,226 -0,002 
(0.062) (0.108) (0.188) (0.092) 
N 293 92 36 163 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Having a look at the locals, there are not any significant variable for the 
perception of the landscape. The pseudo R-squared increases by the rise of var- 
iables but is with 0.05 low. 

Higher education is significant on the level of 0.05 for returnees. The mar- 
ginal effect is as double as in the whole sample and implies that higher educa- 
tion qualification entrance might be really important for returnees concerning 
the perception of the farmhouse landscape. The coefficient is decreasing with 
the integration of bond to region and again with the involvement of use of na- 
ture, but increases with the involvement of volunteering. The pseudo R-squared 
indicates the model with all tested variables fits the best for the group of return- 
ee. 

Beside higher education, number of children and bond of region display 
some significant coefficients for the newcomers on the step-by-step estimation, 
but not in the model with all variables. Number of children is an important fac- 
tor for newcomers for the model with gender, age and number of children, and 
decreases minimally with the involvement of higher education. It can be stated 
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that a higher number of children decrease the valuation of this type of land- 
scape by one-quarter unit. With the integration of bond to region, the number of 
children has no longer has any significant coefficients. Bond to region also has 
a negative impact on the valuation for newcomers, but only in the model that 
did use nature and volunteering. Its negative impact is about half-a-unit if an 
individual has a bond. Higher education is significant on the highest significant 
level (0.01) in all models where this variable is used in this group. The coeffi- 
cient decreases again with the involvement of use of nature and volunteering. 
The effect is a bit higher than for the overall model. Pseudo R-squared shows 
that the model fit only increases with the involvement of higher education and 
bond to region. 

The likelihood ratio test indicates that for the sample as a whole that the ad- 
dition of higher education increases the model fit significantly. The same could 
be said for the group of the returnees and newcomers. The model for the locals 
does not display a significant increase of model fit in each of the estimated 
models. 


7.5.3 Results of the Marsh Landscape by Groups 


The landscape of the marshland shows two significant variables: number of 
children and higher education. Both are significant on the level of 0.1, but their 
impacts are different (Tab. 7-7). While the number of children has a negative 
impact on the perception of the landscape, higher education has a positive one. 
The coefficient of number of children is decreasing with the integration of more 
variables. Its impact is low. The coefficient of higher education is not constant, 
but sways. With the involvement of bond to region the coefficient increases, 
but decreases again with the involvement of use of nature and rises with volun- 
teering. Its effect is medium-high, at 0.119. The pseudo R-squared increases 
with the integration of higher education but after this increase the R-squared is 
constant. 

For the locals, bond to region seems to be an important factor for the per- 
ception of the marshland. The impact of it is positive and significant on the lev- 
el of 0.05. The coefficient remains constant with the integration of use of nature 
and increases with the model of all variables. The marginal effect displays a 
high effect. The pseudo R-squared increases with the integration of bond of 
region and is highest for the last estimated model with 0.09. 





43 Details about the coefficients and the pseudo R? can be found in Tab. A 6. 
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Tab. 7-7: Marginal effects for the estimation of the marshland (symbolic landscape), sorted by 
groups (margins, standard errors in parentheses) 














Marshland All Locals Returnees Newcomers 
Gender 0,086 -0,038 0,095 0,158 > 
(0.061) (0.116) (0.200) (0.084) 
Under 25 years 0,114 0,365 0,000 0,210 
(0.144) (0.257) (omitted) (0.236) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0,044 0,116 -0,085 0,021 
(0.085) (0.158) (0.265) (0.111) 
Number of children -0,040 * -0,015 -0,039 -0,058 i 
(0.024) (0.043) (0.094) (0.033) 
Higher education 0,119 * 0,068 0,397 + 0,103 
(0.065) (0.145) (0.199) (0.085) 
Bond to region 0,055 0,405 * -0,043 -0,059 
(0.061) (0.157) (0.196) (0.085) 
Use of nature -0,058 -0,097 0,127 -0,099 
(0.060) (0.109) (0.190) (0.082) 
Volunteering -0,058 -0,100 -0,007 -0,042 
(0.062) (0.116) (0.195) (0.089) 
N 293 92 36 163 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


The models for returnees show higher education as significant variable (lev- 
el of 0.05). Its coefficient is positive and increases the valuation of the marsh- 
land. The coefficient decreases with the integration of bond to region, use of 
nature, and volunteering. As in the landscapes before, the effect is high. The 
pseudo R-squared increases with the involvement of higher education but then 
almost remains constant at 0.12. 

Two different variables are important for the perception of the marshland of 
newcomers: gender and number of children. In all estimated models, number of 
children is negatively related to the valuation of this landscape type. The coef- 
ficient of this variable is minimal decreasing with the integration of more vari- 
ables as well as the level of significance decreases from 0.05 to 0.1 if higher 
education is integrated into the model. Its marginal effect shows a medium-high 
effect. However, gender is first significant when higher education was added to 
the variables. Its coefficient is even increasing with the integration of the other 
variables. This means that the perception of the marshland will be higher if the 
person is female. Its effect is medium-high. Pseudo R-squared increases with 
the integration of higher education and again with use of nature, but is still low 
at 0.07. 

The likelihood ratio test shows only significant improvements of model fit 
of the models of locals and returnees. For the locals, the model fit increases 
with the addition of bond to region and for the returnees with the involvement 
of higher education. 
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7.5.4 Results of the Water Landscape by Groups 


The model for the water landscape shows three variables with weak signifi- 
cance level that changes with the integration of more variables into the model. 
The variables of age (younger than 25 and between 25 and 65 years of age) are 
positively related to the perception of this landscape type. With the integration 
of higher education, these variables are not significant anymore. The number of 
children has a negative influence on the valuation and is significant on the low- 
est level of significance. Its coefficient is small and decreases with the in- 
volvement of higher education. Afterwards it remains constant, but with the 
integration of volunteering it is not significant anymore. Only one variable 
(higher education) is highly significant in all models where it is integrated (Tab. 
7-8); the other variables are not significant anymore in the overall model. 
Higher education has a positive impact on the valuation. If an individual has a 
higher education entrance qualification, the valuation is significantly higher 
than with a lower graduation. The coefficient varies in a small range: it is 
smaller with the integration of bond to region, remains constant with the inte- 
gration of use of nature and increases with the integration of volunteering. The 
marginal effect shows a medium high impact. The pseudo R-squared increases 
with the integration of variables, but is still low with 0.06. 


Tab. 7-8: Marginal effects for the estimation of the water landscape (everyday landscape), sorted 
by groups (margins, standard errors in parentheses) 














Water All Locals Returnees Newcomers 

Gender -0,001 -0,096 -0,054 0,070 
(0.063) (0.121) (0.202) (0.088) 

Under 25 years 0,116 0,264 0,000 0,163 
(0.155) (0.264) (omitted) (0.255) 

Between 25 and 65 years 0,073 0,140 -0,217 0,100 
(0.086) (0.164) (0.257) (0.116) 

Number of children -0,041 -0,020 -0,009 -0,069 ~ 
(0.025) (0.045) (0.094) (0.035) 

Higher education 0,227 ee 0,257 - 0,394 © 0,243 — 
(0.069) (0.155) (0.201) (0.092) 

Bond to region -0,018 0,247 * -0,137 -0,102 
(0.063) (0.146) (0.199) (0.089) 

Use of nature 0,008 0,030 0,171 -0,063 
(0.062) (0.115) (0.190) (0.086) 

Volunteering -0,051 -0,165 0,002 0,030 
(0.065) (0.123) (0.196) (0.093) 

N 293 92 36 163 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 





44 Coefficients and the pseudo R? are shown in Tab. A 7. 
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For locals, two variables displays significant on the lowest significance lev- 
el of 0.1. Higher education has a positive influence on the perception, when all 
variables are included. Its effect is high. Similar developments can be observed 
with bond to region. This variable has also a positive influence and increases 
the valuation. The effect is equivalent to this of higher education. The pseudo 
R-squared increased with the integration of higher education, bond to region 
and volunteering, but is still relatively low with 0.07. 

Higher education is the only significant variable for returnees. If the indi- 
vidual has a higher education entrance qualification the perception of the water 
landscape increases. The coefficient decreases with the integration of bond to 
region and again with the involvement of use of nature, but increases a bit with 
the model of all variables. Its significance level decreases with the integration 
of use of nature. Its effect is again high. The pseudo R-squared increased when 
integrating higher education. With 0.12, it is higher than for the locals and the 
overall models. 

The age between 25 and 65 is important to look at on the valuation of new- 
comers, but only in the model with gender, age and number of children. If the 
individual is between 25 and 65 years old, the perception of the water land- 
scape is higher. Its significance is low and the variables lose their significance 
when higher education is included in the model. Number of children has a neg- 
ative and significant impact on the valuation of this type of landscape. The sig- 
nificance is lower in the models where bond to region and use of nature come 
into the estimation, but its significance is the same in all other models. The co- 
efficient is varying lightly between the models. Its effect is medium high. As in 
the models for returnees, higher education has a positive and highly significant 
impact. The coefficient sinks with the involvement of more variables but still 
have a high impact. The involvement of higher education and bond to region 
make for an increase of the pseudo R-squared but it is again low with 0.09. 

The likelihood ratio test indicates that the inclusion on higher education is 
responsible for a significant better model fit, at least in the model with the 
whole sample and the group of the returnees and the newcomers. For locals, the 
extension does not show a significant improvement of the model fit. 


7.5.5 Results of the City Landscape by Groups 


The valuation of the city landscape is highly dependent of the variable of higher 
education (Tab. 7-9)**. This variable is highly significant in each of the estimat- 
ed models, but its coefficient is decreasing with the addition of more variables. 
The last model with all variables only shows a coefficient of 0.82 and a medi- 





45 Tab. A 8 shows the coefficients and the pseudo R?. 
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um-high effect. Number of children is only significant in the first estimated 
model with the use of gender, age and number of children. Its influence is nega- 
tive and only significant on the level of 0.1. With the involvement of higher 
education this variable is not significant anymore. The pseudo R-squared is 
increasing with the inclusion of higher education and again with the involve- 
ment of use of nature, but decreases with the integration of volunteering. Best 
model for the whole sample therefore seems to be the model without volunteer- 
ing. 
The group of locals does not show any significant results. The pseudo R- 
squared increases with the involvement of higher education and again with vol- 
unteering, but is with 0.08 relatively low. This implies that the model is not 
suited for explaining the perception of locals for this type of landscapes. 


Tab. 7-9: Marginal effects for the estimation of the city landscape (everyday landscape), sorted by 
groups (margins, standard errors in parentheses) 














City All Locals Returnees Newcomers 
Gender -0,045 0,039 -0,133 -0,055 
(0.057) (0.109) (0.130) (0.078) 
Under 25 years 0,089 0,106 0,000 0,253 
(0.128) (0.219) (omitted) (0.221) 
Between 25 and 65 years -0,040 -0,035 -0,008 -0,052 
(0.077) (0.145) (0.191) (0.104) 
Number of children -0,032 -0,014 -0,050 -0,033 
(0.022) (0.043) (0.056) (0.031) 
Higher education 0,167 ii 0,157 0,180 0,204 * 
(0.059) (0.126) (0.124) (0.080) 
Bond to region -0,080 0,028 -0,015 -0,127 
(0.056) (0.122) (0.120) (0.083) 
Use of nature -0,039 -0,068 -0,190 0,002 
(0.056) (0.102) (0.116) (0.078) 
Volunteering -0,009 0,123 0,106 -0,074 
(0.058) (0.106) (0.132) (0.086) 
N 293 92 36 163 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Almost the same could be said about the model of returnees for the valua- 
tion of the city landscape. None of the used variables displays a significant in- 
fluence on the perception — not even the constant of the models. The pseudo R- 
squared increased with inclusion of higher education, again with use of nature, 
and — like the last time — with the involvement of volunteering. The value of the 
pseudo R-squared is higher than for locals (0.15). But again, this model does 
not seem to be adequate specified to explain the valuation. 

Highly significant for newcomers is higher education. The variable is sig- 
nificant in each estimated model. If an individual has a higher education en- 
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trance qualification, the valuation of the city landscape is higher than for indi- 
viduals with a lower education. The significance level is decreasing with the 
inclusion of volunteering. Its effect can be described as high. Bond to region is 
also significant, but only in the models without volunteering. Its influence is 
negative what would mean that newcomer with a bond to region are valuing the 
city landscape lower than newcomers without a bond to region do. The pseudo 
R-squared is increasing by the inclusion of higher education and bond to region 
and remains constant with 0.09 afterwards. 

The model fit significantly increases with higher education in the models of 
the whole sample and for newcomers. The other models do not improve the fit 
significantly. 


7.5.6 Results of the Village Landscape by Groups 


Number of children and higher education are the variables that are influencing 
the perception of the village landscape (Tab. 7-10)*°. Number of children is sig- 
nificant on the level of 0.05, but this level is decreasing with the addition of 
more variables. The same could be said for its coefficient: It is decreasing with 
the involvement of more variables. This coefficient for children is negative and 
would mean that the perception of this landscape type decreases with the in- 
crease of children. Its effect is relatively low. Higher education has a positive 
influence on the valuation of the village landscape. Its significance level is 
highest. With the addition of bond to region, the coefficient increases slightly, 
but with the integration of use of nature it decreases again. It remains constant 
with the integration of volunteering. As for the other landscapes, the effect is 
high. The pseudo R-squared increased with the involvement of higher educa- 
tion, and again with the addition of use of nature. 

For the locals, higher education has only an impact on the valuation of this 
landscape type if the variables gender, age, number of children, higher educa- 
tion and bond to region are integrated into the model. Its coefficient is only sig- 
nificant on the lowest significance level (0.1). A higher level of significance is 
displayed in bond to region. Its coefficient remains constant with the addition 
of use of nature, but decreases with the integration of volunteering. If an indi- 
vidual has a bond to this region his or her perception is increasing with a high 
effect. The pseudo R-squared increased with the addition of bond to region, and 
again with the use of nature. The pseudo R-squared is still low with 0.08. 

None of the used variables seems to be an important factor for the valuation 
of the village landscape. The constant is negative and the pseudo R-squared is 





46 The coefficients of the estimation as well as the pseudo R? can be found in Tab. A 9. 
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not significant. Its value is increasing slightly with the addition of more varia- 
bles. 


Tab. 7-10: Marginal effects for the estimation of the village landscape (everyday landscape), sorted 
by groups (margins, standard errors in parentheses) 














Village All Locals Returnees Newcomers 

Gender 0,004 0,055 0,138 -0,047 
(0.062) (0.117) (0.183) (0.087) 

Under 25 years 0,102 0,161 0,000 0,208 
(0.149) (0.246) (omitted) (0.253) 

Between 25 and 65 years 0,048 -0,019 0,135 0,074 
(0.086) (0.153) (0.276) (0.115) 

Number of children -0,046 ts -0,017 -0,023 -0,066 * 
(0.025) (0.044) (0.084) (0.034) 

Higher education 0,210 mee 0,208 0,110 0,260 oF 
(0.067) (0.146) (0.174) (0.091) 

Bond to region 0,013 0,302 ae 0,067 -0,072 
(0.062) (0.151) (0.187) (0.088) 

Use of nature -0,054 -0,061 -0,001 -0,045 
(0.061) (0.110) (0.172) (0.085) 

Volunteering -0,013 0,081 -0,142 0,027 
(0.063) (0.115) (0.177) (0.093) 

N 293 92 36 163 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


For the valuation of the village landscape of the newcomers are the varia- 
bles number of children and higher education are important. Number of chil- 
dren is significant on 0.05 if there are only gender, age and number of children 
integrated in the model. With the addition of the other variables, the level of 
significance is decreasing to 0.1. The coefficient itself is negative, so that the 
valuation of this landscape is decreasing with more children. Its effect is medi- 
um high. Higher education is highly significant (0.01) in each of the estimated 
model. Its coefficient is decreasing with the integration of more variables, ex- 
cept with the involvement of volunteering. In this case the coefficient is slightly 
increasing. With higher education the valuation is higher than for the higher 
entrance education qualification. The effect of this variable is high. The pseudo 
R-squared is highest in the model without volunteering and is decreasing with 
the integration of this variable. This would mean that the model is better speci- 
fied without volunteering. 

The likelihood ratio test suggests that the models for the overall sample and 
newcomers have a significant better fit if higher education is adding to the con- 
trol variables. The fit of the model for locals is significant higher if bond to re- 
gion is adding to the variable set. The fit of the models for returnees are not 
significantly better if more variables are integrated. 
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7.5.7 Comparison of the Results for the Symbolic and Everyday Landscapes 


For the perception of the symbolic landscape, education seems to be an im- 
portant factor (Tab. 7-11). Especially for returnees and newcomers education it 
has a positive impact. This impact is about as twice as higher for returnees than 
for newcomers for the farmhouse (Tab. 7-6). For the marshland (Tab. 7-7) it 
could shown that the educational level is not as important as for the farmhouse 
landscape — albeit still important. With respect to the everyday landscape, there 
seems to be two different types of everyday landscapes: education is more im- 
portant in every analyzed group for the close-to-nature landscapes (in this case 
water) than for constructed areas like the city and the village (Tab. 7-11). For 
the constructed landscapes, education is not as important as for the valuation 
for every group. Only for the valuation of these two landscapes of newcomers, 
education is important. These results support the results of previous WTP stud- 
ies (Howley et al., 2012; Marangon & Visintin, 2007) and the findings that 
people with higher education might return or move into the previous or other 
regions (Johnson, 2000; von Reichert et al, 2014). The importance regarding 
education is highest for newcomers (highly significant values of farmhouse, 
village and water landscapes). The lowest importance within the researched 
groups could be found amongst locals (lowest significance level only for water 
landscapes). 

These results could be confirmed by the estimation of the WTP for at least 
one of the landscape (Tab. 7-11). The level of education has a positive impact 
on the perception of the regional landscapes. The coefficients for the overall 
sample, the newcomers and returnees show significance, but the coefficient for 
the locals is at least also positive. 

Number of children seems to have a negative impact for the perception of 
newcomers of the symbolic landscape (Tab. 7-11). None of the step-by-step 
models of the other groups showed significant influences. Having a look on the 
everyday landscapes, number of children has also a negative impact on the val- 
uation, at least for water and village landscapes. The city landscape has no sig- 
nificance values for this variable in none of the groups. Number of children has 
at least for the region STB a negative influence on the valuation of all land- 
scapes, except the city landscape. Even if the values for the other analyzed 
groups are not significant, the coefficients are also negative. 
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Tab. 7-11: Overview of the results, sorted by groups and landscapes 
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Note. + indicates a positive direction of the coefficient, - indicates a negative direction of the 
coefficient, o indicates an omitted variable, stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, 
*** p<0.01. WTP= implies the WTP for at least one of the analyzed landscapes, L= Locals, 
R=Returnees, N= Newcomers. 

Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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While the impact of the number of children is not always significant for the 
newcomers, this variable seems to be important for the fact it provides a finan- 
cial contribution from this group for at least one of the landscapes (Tab. 7-11). 
The coefficient shows a significant and negative impact on the perception of 
the regional landscape. 

Gender does not seem to be an important variable for the valuation of the 
landscapes (Tab. 7-11). Even if only a few coefficients are significant, it can be 
observed that female newcomers value symbolic landscapes higher, while fe- 
male locals value it lower than men. The returnees are in between these groups: 
men value the marshland higher, females the farmhouse landscape. For the eve- 
ryday landscapes, the coefficients indicate that female newcomers and male 
locals and returnees value water landscape higher. Females value the village 
higher if they are returnees or locals. For newcomers the coefficient is negative 
and therefore indicates that men value the village landscape higher. The city 
landscape is valued higher by male returnees and newcomers. The valuation of 
the locals is not obvious, given that during the step-by-step estimation the coef- 
ficient changed from negative to positive. This variable does not seem to be 
important for the fact to value a regional landscape. For the decision to give 
something to at least one of the landscapes this variable does not seem to make 
a big impact. 

Bond to region has a positive impact on the perception of locals (Tab. 7-11). 
The coefficient is significant for farmhouse, water and village landscape. There 
is not a difference between the symbolic and the everyday landscape type. For 
newcomers (significant negative coefficients for city and farmhouse landscape 
within the step-by-step estimation), bond to region might have a negative im- 
pact. For returnees, the similar effects are observed except for villages. For this 
landscape type the coefficient of bond to region is positive and indicates a posi- 
tive impact. Again, there does not seem to be difference between the landscape 
types. But this variable has no direct influence on the WTP for at least one of 
the regional landscapes. 


7.5.8 Results Regarding the Hypotheses 


The first hypothesis assumed that newcomers and returnees value the symbolic 
landscapes more than locals. This hypothesis can be proven using Fig. 7-3 for 
the farmhouses for the group of newcomers. Returnees and locals perceive it on 
the same level. For this landscape, the hypothesis cannot be fully validated. For 
the marshland returnees value this landscape highest, followed by locals. 
Therefore, the hypothesis can only by proved for this landscape for returnees 
and needs to be rejected for newcomers. 
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The following assumption is about a preference for the water landscape by 
each group. This can also be proved with Fig. 7-3. In comparison with the other 
landscapes all groups are most willing to pay for the water landscape. These 
preferences are followed by the village landscape for the newcomers and the 
locals and the marshland for the returnees. Another observation is common be- 
tween the groups: The lowest amount in each group is willing to pay for the 
city landscape. 

A positive impact of bond to region is assumed for the locals and a negative 
one for the returnees and newcomers. The positive impact for the locals can be 
proved with significant coefficients for the landscape marshland, water and 
village landscape (Tab. 7-7, Tab. 7-8, Tab. 7-9). The coefficients for the other 
landscape types show a positive direction, but the coefficients are not signifi- 
cant and therefore the positive impact could only be assumed for the farmhouse 
and city landscape. The variable has a negative influence on the WTP for new- 
comers, but the coefficients are not significant and therefore the influence can- 
not be proved with reliable results. For the group of the returnees, it could only 
be assumed that this fact has a negative impact on the symbolic landscapes as 
well as the water and city landscape. The direction of the coefficient changes 
for the village landscape so that these results for the group are also not robust 
and cannot be proved with this work. 

Hypothesis 4 assumed that the daily use of the region for relaxing or sports 
has a positive influence of the valuation of the everyday landscape but not on 
the symbolic ones. The variable use of nature did not show any significant co- 
efficient in none of the landscapes. There might be a pattern for the symbolic 
landscapes (Tab. 7-6, Tab. 7-7): It might be the case that the daily use of nature 
might have a negative impact on the symbolic landscapes for the locals and 
newcomers but a positive one for the returnees. However, because the coeffi- 
cients are not significant, the hypothesis could not be proven. For the everyday 
landscapes there were not found any pattern. 

The fifth hypothesis is about a positive impact of the number of children on 
the everyday landscapes and a negative one on the symbolic ones. It could be 
observed that the coefficients of number of children has a negative direction for 
the symbolic landscape in each of the groups, but only for the marsh land the 
groups of the newcomers show a significant coefficient (Tab. 7-7). Further, the 
coefficients for the water and village landscape (Tab. 7-8, Tab. 7-10) show sig- 
nificant and negative coefficients. This might indicate that for newcomers the 
number of children is not important to distinguish the perception of symbolic 
and everyday landscapes. The same might be true for both of the other groups 
because these coefficients are also negative, even if these are not significant. 
Therefore the hypothesis could only be partly proved (for the symbolic land- 
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scape) but rejected (for the everyday landscape) for newcomers, but not for 
both of the other groups. 

Higher education was assumed to have a positive impact on the perception 
in each landscape type and resident group. This can be proved for almost every 
landscape. The coefficient for the newcomers is significant for the farmhouse 
landscape as well as for the water, city and village landscape (Tab. 7-6, Tab. 
7-8, Tab. 7-9, Tab. 7-10). Even if the coefficient for the marshland is not signif- 
icant, its direction is also positive. The highest coefficient can be observed for 
the farmhouse, followed by the village landscape and in the end the water and 
city landscape at the same level. This leads to evidence for the group of the 
newcomers. For the returnees, the coefficients for the farmhouse, marshland 
and water landscape display significantly (Tab. 7-6, Tab. 7-7, Tab. 7-8). For the 
other landscapes, the coefficients are also positive but not significant. The 
highest coefficient is for the farmhouse landscape, the coefficients for the other 
two landscapes are on a similar level. This might also be evidence for the as- 
sumption that the level of education might have a higher impact on the symbol- 
ic landscapes, especially for the returnees. The coefficients for the group of the 
locals show only one significant coefficient (Tab. 7-8). Indeed, all other coeffi- 
cients are positive, but not significant, so that the hypothesis for the locals can- 
not be proven. In comparison of the groups, the results identify the importance 
of the higher level of education for the water landscape. 

The last hypothesis assumed that the variable volunteering has a negative 
impact on the WTP for the landscapes. This cannot be proved with the used 
data — none of the coefficients are significant. Even the directions of the coeffi- 
cients are changing between the landscape types. For instance, returnees show a 
positive coefficient for the farmhouse, but a negative one for the marshland 
(Tab. 7-6, Tab. 7-7), and newcomers have a positive coefficient for water and 
village landscapes but a negative one for the city (Tab. 7-8, Tab. 7-9, Tab. 
7-10). The only pattern that could be identified for locals: with exception of the 
village landscape, they showed negative coefficients for the landscapes. 


7.6 Discussion 


The following part discusses the empirical results regarding previous literature 
and the generalizability of the results. Additionally to this, there is a discussion 
of further variables for research interesting in a similar setting of analyses. In 
this part there is also shown future topics for research. 
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7.6.1 Empirical Results 


The symbolic landscape of the farmhouses is valued higher by the newcomers 
and the marshlands by returnees. This might be the case because locals have 
been grown up in these landscapes and because they have never left the region, 
if might be the case that they do not know about the uniqueness of these land- 
scape in comparison to other regions. The newcomers and returnees have seen 
other regions and might therefore identify the landscape as being more special. 
Therefore the perception of the groups of newcomers and returnees is better, 
but not for both landscapes. It might be the case that newcomers perceive the 
farmhouses as more special than the marshlands and for the returnees it is the 
other way around. 

The second hypothesis was based on the theories about the landscape per- 
ception. In regard of the everyday landscapes, the water landscape was pre- 
ferred by each of the groups. This is not surprising because these landscapes 
have the aspects called ‘prospect’ and ‘refuge’ used by Appelton (1984). This 
type of landscape is also the least man-made landscape of the three everyday 
ones. Therefore the result is also in line with Ulrich (1983) and Kaplan (1987). 

For newcomers the bond to region has a negative impact and for locals a 
positive impact. In the results it could be seen that returnees are in some cases 
similar to newcomers and in others for locals because the direction of their im- 
pact is not clear. Ni Laoire (2007) also concluded that returnees are in some 
cases similar to newcomers and in other cases to locals. Brennan and Cooper 
(2008) and Kaltenborn and Williams (2002) explained it in the way that return- 
ees and especially newcomers might have a lower bond to region because of, 
for instance, lower insight on the culture of the region they moved, or because 
of a lack of social connections in the region. This might be true of newcomers 
or returnees who just moved to the region, but the question is what it is like for 
the newcomers and returnees who already been there a long time? 

The research could not identify any significant coefficients for the use of 
nature but could assume a negative impact for newcomers and locals for the 
symbolic landscapes. This could be explained using the arguments of Green 
(2001). He stated that some people just liking to have the opportunity to use the 
nature or try to preserve it for further generations even if they do not use it 
themselves. For the everyday landscapes, no impact was noted, hence it could 
be assumed that using the nature on a regular basis is not relevant to landscape 
perception. 

The impact from the number of children for newcomers in the symbolic 
landscapes could be identified in these results. This could indicate that people 
without any children perceive these landscape types higher than people with 
children. Even the newcomers might move to the region because of these sym- 


130 Does Migration Biography Affect the Perception of Landscapes? 





bolic landscapes. The returnees and locals might know the symbolic landscapes 
already, and for them the number of children might not matter in their percep- 
tion of the landscape. 

The educational level has a positive impact for the newcomers and returnees 
— even if the influences are more important for the returnees in cases of the 
symbolic landscape type and the everyday landscape more so for the newcom- 
ers. It might be the case that these people have learnt more about the landscapes 
because of their experience in different regions. It could also be the case that 
these two groups are wealthier than the locals, so that another of Green’s 
(2001) arguments comes into focus. He suggested that people who are getting 
wealthier become more aware of the nature around them. A comparison of the 
means of the income of these groups shows that locals have the lowest means, 
which could indicate that this argument might be true for this sample. 

In the data no impact from volunteer work could be found. Even if 
Halfacree and Rivera (2011) argued that people moving to a region are often 
involved in volunteer activities with social interaction to develop bonds to the 
region and its community, the importance for the perception of the landscape 
could not be verified. Differences — or at least influences — between the resident 
groups or the landscape types could not be identified. 


7.6.2 Difficulties Regarding the Data 


One of the difficulties coming along with the data is the question at what time 
newcomers or returnees are similar to locals regarding their surrounding (Ni 
Laoire, 2007). This research used directly a question that asked if a person is a 
local, returnee, or newcomer (Tab. 7-3). It might be the case that some return- 
ees or newcomers already felt like they have never been somewhere else, but 
needed to answer the question as newcomers and returnees. It might also be 
that people that just moved to the region were included. Halfacree and Rivera 
(2011) concluded that migration to a region is a long process and does not end 
with the move. Therefore, the relatively new newcomers or returnees might 
have different perceptions of the landscape than people living in the region for 
some years — even if they moved to the region or came back to it. To have a 
solution for this phenomenon, Brennan and Cooper (2008) used the years of 
residence for the categorization of the newcomers and locals. But the authors 
had also trouble because for different ages the time span might be appearing 
differently. 

The origins of movement could not be determined. For instance, Rudzitis 
(1999) found differences between the regions (urban or suburban) returnees 
came from. This could also lead to different values regarding the landscape and 
the perception of it. Even if the size and the surrounding of the origin seem to 
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be matter, there does not seem to be differences between a domestic or interna- 
tional migration (von Reichert et al., 2014). 

There might be two types of positive selection in the data: first, it might be 
the case that only people who are already have perceptions about the landscape 
answered the questionnaire and second, that locals who wanted to move but 
could not due to, for instance, family obligations, could be included. These 
people might have different perceptions than the other locals who stayed be- 
cause they wanted to stay. Anton and Lawrence (2014) concluded that people 
who were not moving once get more satisfaction from their current place than 
other groups. But it might be the case that people who wanted to move but 
could not are more dissatisfied with their surrounding and therefore the group 
of the locals might be biased the value by these people. 

Finally, the sample is relatively small — even if the response rate was about 
15 %. The whole sample includes about 300 answers with almost 55 % new- 
comers and 30 % locals, respectively. The group of the returnees is consequent- 
ly even smaller. The results of this examination could therefore be understood 
as explorative analyses. The results need to be proven by a bigger sample — 
even if Brennan and Cooper (2008) did their regression with a small sample 
from about 50 cases of each of their groups as well. 


7.6.3 Further Variables 


It might be good to integrate a variable of the infrastructure and the accessibil- 
ity of the landscape in the analyzed region of STB, because Shumway and Ot- 
terstrom (2000) found that these could influence the region’s economic growth. 
This sample asked about the quality of life regarding the infrastructure using a 
car or local public transportation, but there was no information available about 
accessibility to the landscapes using these methods. We could have also inte- 
grated the economic situation of the region itself. Only if the region is able to 
spend some money for amenities in their landscapes — for instance, better infra- 
structure to reach the amenities or to create special signs, etc. — could the region 
grow alongside the amenities. Quite similarly, Green (2001) found that the ex- 
istence of water and economic growth have a positive relationship. The region 
of STB has a lot of water, but the questionnaire was addressed to residents, in 
which precise information about the financial situation, or a list of prior-year 
direct or indirect regional investments in amenities or landscapes towards eco- 
nomic growth, were not available. As a result, these three aspects could not be 
integrated into the analyses. 

Not only could the financial situation of the region have an impact on the 
landscapes but also the economic situation of the respondent (Brennan & 
Cooper, 2008). The authors argue that a variable like this might be similar to 
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the educational level or the income, but the economic situation includes also the 
living status of an individual and represents therefore the lifestyle of a person. 
This might go along with the time spent outside. For instance, it could be the 
case that people with a lower standard of living spend more time outside than 
people with a relative high living standard, because these people are more often 
visiting music lessons or other things usually done indoors. This could infer the 
importance of the nature or landscapes to the individual — but when it comes to 
income, it could be that people with higher living standards spend their money 
on other things than the environment. These two aspects could not be integrated 
in the analyses because there was no question about the lifestyle or living 
standard in this questionnaire. But this topic might be an interesting one for 
further research. 

Close to the economic situation is the argument of Frey and Liaw (1998) 
that the movement of people is dependent on some socio-economic variables. 
The authors identified educational level, income and children as important for 
the choice of the region. An analysis of these three variables were done, but the 
aim of this research was to identify the perception of the landscape by different 
groups of residents and less to explain why an individual is more likely to move 
to one region than to another one. But these explanations might be interesting — 
especially for the regional management to understand in what direction the re- 
gion could develop in the near future. Because of the complexity of the deci- 
sion to move and plenty of reasons to move, this topic might be better off in 
further research. 

People who just stayed a while in the region and then left it again could not 
be included. This problem was already described by Gmelch (1980), who ex- 
aminations the characteristics of returning migrants. Some people tried to inte- 
grate themselves in the community; others did not or were dissatisfied with 
their new environment. Reasons why they have left might be that the live in the 
new place did not meet their expectations (Brennan & Cooper, 2008; Jobes, 
2000) or they moved because of other private reasons, like a new partner or a 
new job. Close to this explanation was also the argument of Halfacree and Ri- 
vera (2011) that each individual has experience from the early childhood and 
these might be idealized. If these images are not matched with the region then 
the individual might move again. These indicate again the positive selection 
described in the previous chapter. But it might be interesting to look into how 
newcomers try to integrate themselves into the new community and how that 
works out. Especially for the administration of the region, this might be valua- 
ble information because they could use this kind of information to help inte- 
grate newcomers into the community. 
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Most of the research of migration does not integrate the perception of the 
environment. It usually analyzed the motives of leaving or staying. Some exam- 
inations looked at the environmental and the influences to move (e.g., Adams, 
2016; Brennan & Cooper, 2008; Rudzitis, 1999), but the combination of migra- 
tion and the following perception of regional landscapes might be to some ex- 
tent new in research. The theories explained above only show the reasons for 
moving, but there is still a missing link between the perception of landscapes 
and the motives for migration. In future research, this link could be analyzed 
because there was no information about why an individual came (back) into the 
region. The reasons for migration into the region are more general and they are 
less expressive. There might be a link between these aspects. 

Movement could be seen as major event in the biography of each individual 
(Fielding, 1992; Halfacree & Boyle, 1993; Ni Laoire, 2000). The movements in 
a biography are often including emotions about leaving a place and coming to 
another (Fielding, 1992) so that these emotions could also influence the percep- 
tion of the environment or the landscape. The reasons for moving were asked 
but the emotions that went along with the movements could not be analyzed. 
Also the ties to the family seem to be important for migration (Boneva & 
Frieze, 2001; Kolk, 2017; Spring et al., 2017), even if it is not clear if this is 
also important in the perception of landscapes. Furthermore, if there were more 
information about the emotions since moving these were only available about 
the newcomers and the returnees who are still in the region. Therefore these 
emotions could not be examined in the analyses. 

Anton and Lawrence (2014) found that owning an own house in the region 
might be a predictor for long-term stay in the region and that these individuals 
try harder to get a bond to the region than people living in the region for rent. 
The questionnaire included a question about having their own house or apart- 
ment but a lot of the sample stated that they live in their own house. There 
might be a bias (80 % of the sample stated to owning a house) because it might 
be the case that the people owning a house are more sensible to nature and 
therefore answered the questionnaire. Because of this, the fact of owning a 
house in the region or not is not included. Further, using the argument of Anton 
and Lawrence (2014) there might be a correlation between owning a house and 
bond to region. 


7.7 Conclusion 


This examination focused on the impact of migration biography on the percep- 
tion of landscape. There were two questions in the focus of the analyses: First, 
how the perception of landscapes in general differs between newcomers, re- 
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turnees and locals; and second, whether the perception of different kinds of 
landscape is affected differently by migration biography. 

Differences between newcomers and locals regarding their perception of 
landscapes were identified. There are some differences between the perceptions 
of each landscape, but every group perceives the water landscape as highest. 
While for the groups of locals the bond to region has a positive impact on the 
perception, for the newcomers, it influences is negative. An increasing number 
of children have especially for the newcomers a negative impact. The impact 
for the returnees is not clearly, because as argued before, the returnees are in 
between the two other groups. In some case, this group is more like the new- 
comers and in others more like locals. But, the groups also have similarities: a 
higher educational level influenced the perception of the landscapes in all land- 
scapes positive. Therefore, it could be said that the biography of each group 
might have an impact on the perception of the landscapes. 

The differences between the types of landscapes are not clear. In some cas- 
es, the coefficient displays significant in the one type of landscape, but at the 
same time it is significant for the other type. But, it this is the case, often the 
landscapes within a type differ in its types. In summary, there are not as many 
differences between the landscapes than expected. 

For the regional management, this would imply that the higher education is 
the most important factor to improve the perception of the landscape. It might 
good to offer more information about the regional landscapes and its features. 
Especially newcomers with more than one child could be more incited to get 
more information (on a playful basis) about their environmental surrounding 
with their children. For instance, in the analyzed region there are a lot of old 
houses. Someone could offer afternoons where some places of the houses could 
be used to play hide and seek or do other things in the landscapes. This might 
be strengthening the feature of the landscape for the region. In regard to the 
locals, the regional management could offer regular tables with environmental 
topics or actions for these people who attend. 

The sample was relatively small so that this analysis could be interpreted as 
an explorative analysis about the differences of newcomers, returnees and lo- 
cals. Especially for the regional management it might be interesting to get to 
know why newcomers or returnees left the region after a few years instead of 
staying. But also the emotions of movement might be important for the man- 
agement and could be some potential for further research. The manager could 
try to make their regions more attractive for newcomers by having this infor- 
mation handy. 
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8 Willingness to Pay or Willingness to Volunteer: Who Gets 
Involved in Regional Landscape Protection in What Way? 


The chapter shows the analyses of a combination of WTP and WTV regarding 
the support of regional cultural landscape and shows individual characteristics 
that are responsible if an individual will support the landscape in general, in 
terms of money or volunteer work or in a combination of both forms. 


8.1. Why Examine Willingness to Pay and Willingness to Volunteer in 
Combination? 


The protection, preservation and design of regional landscapes are often chal- 
lenged by financial constraints (Asah & Blahna, 2012; Asah, Lenentine & 
Blahna, 2014); but it seems to be necessary to find a solution concerning the 
overcoming of these constraints for the landscapes to maintain it for further 
generations. Volunteering seems to have high potential for the solution of these 
constraints. Hence, this paper looks into the individual characteristics that ex- 
amine how people support the preservation, protection and design of regional 
landscapes (in terms of money, volunteer work or in a combination of both). By 
now, it is common to analyze the value of a public good using a monetary as- 
sessment (Marangon & Visintin, 2007; Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009) and it is 
also common to use volunteer work for the valuation of these goods, yet espe- 
cially in developing countries (Anderson & Zimmerer, 2003; Stone et al., 
2008). Volunteer work is used for valuation, because volunteers and their work 
are believed to be an important factor for the maintenance of landscapes 
(Measham & Barnett, 2008; Overdevest, Orr & Stepenuck, 2004) and to be an 
economic benefit for the society (Houle, Sagarin & Kaplan, 2005). But there 
are only a few analyses (e.g., Lankia et al., 2014) that are used both constructs 
at the same time in western countries. This is the strategy of this research. 
Combining the constructs of the monetary valuation and volunteer work 
could be lead to a broader understanding of landscape valuation by the resi- 
dents. Integrating volunteering in the valuation of public goods could be more 
efficient to display the true valuation and is a more plausible alternative for its 
valuation (Hardner, 1996; Vondolia, Eggert, Navrud & Stage, 2014). Using 
only a monetary valuation could lead to underestimations of true values of the 
public good because the cash constraint varies between regions (Rai & Scar- 
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borough, 2013, 2014). Monetary value for landscape valuation might not be 
adequate to find the true valuation for instance Hossack and An (2014) found 
that the use of in-kind paid results in a higher valuation of the public good than 
using only a monetary payment. Eom and Larson (2006) stated that the combi- 
nation of WTV and pay might be a more adequate measure than using only the 
monetary value. As stated by Rai and Scarborough (2014) and Gibson, Rigby, 
Polya and Russell (2015) concluded that the alternative of volunteering might 
be suitable for low-income households as well as people living in rural areas, 
but these households and its surrounding could not only be found in developing 
countries. 

Additionally, some people might not be familiar to the valuation of a public 
good by monetary values (Berrens, Jenkins-Smith, Bohara & Silva, 2002; 
Echessah et al., 1997) and this construct of monetary payment and volunteer 
work might help value the landscape in a more precise way than the monetary 
valuation solely (Gibson et al., 2015; Vondolia et al., 2014). Furthermore, the 
integration of volunteering could solve some critics’ concerning the hypothet- 
ical market for the monetary valuation of a public good (Schiappacasse, Vas- 
quez, Nahuelhual & Echeverria, 2013). 

Otherwise, some people already working on a voluntary basis for or in the 
landscapes and for that reason might not be willing to give some money for 
protection, preservation and design of the landscapes. For instance, some of the 
governmental programs rely on volunteer work — especially in countries like 
the United Kingdom and Australia, where the volunteer rates are about 30 % 
(Anderson & Zimmerer, 2003; Measham & Barnett, 2008; Salamon, Soko- 
lowski & Haddock, 2011). Some of these committed people might be affected 
by the argument above and therefore are interpreted by a researcher as having 
no valuation for the landscape despite their volunteer work because they are not 
willing to pay financially for their landscapes. 

The appreciation of the residents for their regional landscapes in terms of 
WTP in combination to WTV is examined. WTV will be an addition to the al- 
ready known and analyzed results of WTP for environmental concerns in west- 
ern countries. The aim is understand which individual characteristics are re- 
sponsible whether an individual is only willing to pay some money for the 
landscape or is only willing to volunteer for the landscape protection or is will- 
ing to do both at the same time. This approach submits a comparison between 
the different forms of contribution and the individual characteristics that are 
important for the contribution form. 

To take volunteering and monetary payment for landscape protection in 
combination, this work analyzes the determinants that influence the willingness 





47 An overview regarding critics and limitations are shown in the Chapters 4.2 and 4.3. 
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to contribute in terms of money and/or volunteer work in the corresponding 
region and show differences between the impacts on the willingness’. This ap- 
proach offers the answers of the following research questions: first, who (in 
terms of individual characteristics) is willing to contribute for the protection, 
preservation or design of their regional landscapes and if so, in what kind will 
the individual support it (volunteering, money, a combination of both). Second, 
what individual characteristics are influencing each form of contribution in 
what way? 

Following is presented a short overview about motives for contribution and 
of the concept of WTV as valuation method for a landscape. Findings of the 
literature and the examined hypotheses are next. Subsequently the variables and 
the methodology are described. The data and some descriptive analyses are 
shown in the next section. The statistical results are presented afterwards. The 
paper ends with a discussion of the findings and a short conclusion. 


8.2 Theoretical Constructs of this Analysis 


First, the motives for contributions are presented. They are not directly part of 
this examination but they might help to understand why an individual contrib- 
utes. To analyze the support for landscape protection by residents the ap- 
proaches of hypothetical WTP and WTV for the landscape are used. To under- 
stand these approaches, a short description of the WTV follows. The constructs 
and measurements regarding the WTP are described in Chapter 4. Subsequent- 
ly, some findings of the literature are then shown before the hypotheses under 
examination are explained. 


8.2.1 Motives for Giving Behavior 


The motives for involvements are important to understand why one individual 
is willing to invest into the region and another one is not willing to invest any- 
thing in his or her surrounding environment. But the motives are not explicitly 
objects of this work. Starting with the theories about why an individual is vol- 
untary willing to give something in general. The motives of giving behavior act 
as basis for explanations of possible differences between groups in the discus- 
sion later on. 

One of the first authors to analyze the motives of giving behavior was 
Gouldner (1960), based on the elaboration of Malinowski (1926). Gouldner 
(1960) found that giving behavior is not only functional, but also have compo- 
nents of reciprocity. This result is based on believes of the individual (1) that 
giving would be balanced out on average, (2) that individuals only help others 
of whom they expect to be helped and (3) that people only help others if they 
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do not get certain penalties by helping them. These believe of repaying the ben- 
efits someday are anchored in the moral norms of society the individual is liv- 
ing in (Gouldner, 1960). The author already limited his results because he 
found that children, old people and handicapped people are acting different and 
exceptions of the reciprocity approach. However, this theory as a whole might 
not explain why people contribute for the protection of landscape, but the first 
and third motive could be interesting for the explanation. 

One of the first researches about the motives of volunteering was by Tit- 
muss (1971). He analyzed the motives of blood donors and compared their mo- 
tives in the United States and the United Kingdom. The author divided the mo- 
tives into three types that are advanced by Arrow (1972) into three classes that 
are matching the utility theory. These three motives are (1) the individual wel- 
fare depends on the own satisfaction and the satisfaction of others, (2) the indi- 
vidual welfare depends on the contributions of the individual to the benefit of 
others and (3) the individual has egoistic motives that are in line with an im- 
plicit social contract. A different approach used Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt 
(1971). The authors concluded that each individual analyzes the possible bene- 
fits he or she gets out of it. The explicit named motivations are service to socie- 
ty, self-actualization, need for power, emotional associations, autonomy and 
need for mutual support. These theories are more adequate to explain why peo- 
ple contribute for landscape protection. Even if these were developed to explain 
motives for volunteer work, it could also be used for a financial contribution. 

Becker (1974) introduced a theory of social interaction also called altruism 
in giving behavior, based directly on the utility function in economic theory. 
The author distinguished between family members and unknown individuals as 
recipient. While givers to family members are mostly motivated by improve- 
ments of the general well-being, givers to unknown recipients have their moti- 
vation regularly through the avoidance of scorn or the achievement of social 
impact (Becker, 1974). This theory assumed that an individual charitably gives 
something because of selflessness (Schervish & Havens, 1997) and because 
they receive satisfaction because of the increase of the good (Harbaugh, Mayr 
& Burghart, 2007). This motive implies that the individual receive higher satis- 
faction even if the good is supplied through mandatory payments like taxes 
(Harbaugh et al., 2007). Harbaugh et al. (2007) found evidence that the altruis- 
tic motive of giving is present: in their experiment, money was giving by 58 % 
of the respondents with altruistic motives and only by 31 % of the respondents 
with other motives. This theory could be useful for this examination because 
these people give because for instance they want to preserve the landscape for 
further generations. 
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An advancement of the theory of altruism is the theory of impure altruism 
by Andreoni (1989, 1990), which is also called warm-glow giving. The author 
(1989) stated that people are usually contributed because of a higher demand of 
the public good (altruistic motive) or benefit from their giving itself (impure 
altruistic or warm-glow motive). The warm-glow motive implies that the donor 
may not gain material utility, but from the act of giving by, for instance, posi- 
tive feelings. These forms of motives were advanced from Andreoni (1990) as 
social pressure, guilt, and sympathy. A similar approach has Simmons (1991), 
who described motives for giving behavior in an improvement of self-picture, 
feelings of more happiness than without giving, empathy and obedience of so- 
cial norms. The higher level of satisfaction could only be reached by voluntary 
payments instead of mandatory ones, which implies that people with impure 
altruistic motives give less if the giving is mandatory (Harbaugh et al., 2007). 
These theories could also be applied in this analysis for financial and volunteer 
contributions for landscape protection, since these people are motivated be- 
cause they get their financial donation back from the government in some form. 

A different approach, called socio-emotional selectivity theory and based on 
psychological constructs, was introduced from Carstensen (1995). Motives in 
this theory are social regulation, development of the self-concept, and infor- 
mation seeking. It is assumed that the goals of an individual vary within their 
life span and therefore the involvement of a person. Carstensen (1995) de- 
scribes that children and older people have stronger motives for emotional 
regulation and chose therefore to be more with known social partners. Because 
of this, the involvement is not as intense as it was in adolescence. Information- 
seeking is highest in the age of adolescence to middle age, and therefore indi- 
viduals chose to spend time with unknown partners, while the self-concept is 
the in every age in between the other motives. Beyond this, Carstensen (1995) 
concluded that people with a limited future were more focused on the feelings 
and therefore less motivated to get involved — especially with unknown part- 
ners. Information seeking is more important as a long-term goal. This theory 
could help to understand possible differences in the individual characteristics. 

Clary et al. (1998) formulated the most used approach (called functional ap- 
proach) for explaining motives of volunteer based on older work of Katz (1960) 
and Smith, Bruner and White (1956). Clary et al. (1998) identified six functions 
that are influencing the motives for volunteering: values, understanding, social, 
career, protective, and enhancement. The value function of volunteering is that 
the individual has the opportunity to expresses its values related to others and 
contributions to others. The understanding function includes the motive of 
learning and gaining new experiences. The social function is about the fit into 
the social surrounding of an individual. The career function implies that the 
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volunteer work would provide career-related benefits for the individual. The 
protective function is a motive that should protect the individual for feeling 
guilty to be better off than others or for ignoring the own problem. The last 
function is related to self-esteem and self-improvement or personal growth. At 
least the value function could be a motive for financial contribution and there- 
fore, this theory might also be important for the explanation of possible differ- 
ences. 

Later on, Clary and Snyder (1999) concluded that this approach can give in- 
sights into personal and social processes but that individuals can perform the 
same volunteer work with different of the named functions or with more than 
one function at the same time. The author found that the functions values, un- 
derstanding, and enhancement are more important than career, social and pro- 
tective functions. Clary and Snyder (1999) found that volunteers whose motiva- 
tions were matched by the volunteer task and have their own control about the 
task are more satisfied and are willing to volunteer longer than people with no 
match of motivation and task. Houle et al. (2005) found that not all tasks are 
equal and that the level of satisfaction differs by the motives for each task. In- 
dividuals tend to be volunteering in task in which they see the highest rate of 
satisfaction of their motives for volunteer work. Even these theoretical findings 
could help understanding possible difference in the contribution by the individ- 
ual characteristics. 

The first theories regarding the motives for charitable giving by Goulder 
(1960) and Titmuss (1971) are based on research in sociology. Later, the theo- 
ries are more psychological ones, but always with a corresponding research 
area. The theory of altruism by Becker (1974) is the first of the presented ones 
with a corresponding research area of economics. Andreoni (1989, 1990) has 
the other research area in the political and environmental sciences. Clary and 
colleges (1998, 1999) went back to the sociology as the other research area. 
Carstensen (1995) is the only one with the focus on the psychology itself. Be- 
cause all these areas are also touched by these analyses, the theories are mostly 
adequate to explain the motives of landscape support. The charitable giving in 
terms of money or volunteer work can be interpreted as a decision that has dif- 
ferent components. These are psychological, economical, sociological as well 
as environmental. As shown, the described theories are all in these research 
areas located. 


8.2.2 Concepts and Measurements of Willingness to Pay and Willingness to 
Volunteer 


The approach of WTP is described in more detail in Chapter 4. A short descrip- 
tion of the concept and the measurements of WTV will be provided to better 
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understand the findings of the literature. The WTV is added to get a better un- 
derstanding why an individual is willing to support the landscape protection 
especially in terms of voluntary work or financial contribution. 

In low-income countries it is not suitable to use a monetary measure for 
landscape preservation, because the residents in these countries might not have 
enough money to give some to protect their environment (Ahlheim, Frér, Hein- 
ke, Duc & Dinh, 2010; Gibson et al., 2015; Hardner, 1996; Hung, Loomis & 
Thinh, 2007; Rai & Scarborough, 2014; Schiappacasse et al., 2013; Vondolia et 
al., 2014). That does not mean they are not interested in the environment, but 
that they need their money for more essential things like food. Probably the 
first research using payments in the form of labor was done in Ecuador from 
Hardner (1996). He decided to use labor contribution, because of the low in- 
come in Ecuador the use of money was not an adequate measure. Volunteering 
can also be seen as an investment in the region rather than monetary invest- 
ments and as a result could also determine the value of a landscape. 

Usually, volunteering can be seen as a classical labor-leisure decision by a 
constraint of income and time for each individual (Bockstael, Strand & Hane- 
mann, 1987) and could therefore be used for the determination of the value of a 
public good (Schiappacasse et al., 2013), yet especially in developing countries. 
But, volunteer work is still a non-market service that could not be converted 
into an exact monetary value (Gibson et al., 2015; Salamon et al., 2011). But 
non-profit organizations as well as other institutions with volunteers are still 
interested in calculating the value of volunteer work by using a monetary value 
for that work (Anderson & Zimmerer, 2003). 

It can be stated that investing time in preservation, protection and designing 
is an investment in the region and their landscapes. Because of these argu- 
ments, volunteer work is used for the analyses as an indicator for the value of 
the landscape. 


8.2.3 Findings of the Literature 


Stone et al. (2008) looked into the WTV or WTP of user groups for the restora- 
tion of mangroves in India. They compared the amount of money resulted of 
the combination of volunteering and payment in terms of Indian rupees for each 
group and found differences by user groups and found different motives for the 
willingness to contribute. Vasquez (2014) examined the willingness of house- 
holds for improved water services in Guatemala using a combination of volun- 
teer work and money. He found that people prefer municipal service instead of 
community-managed services. The municipal service showed an increase of the 
water bill by more than 200 % and 19 hours of volunteering while community- 
based services had no willingness to contribute. Rai and Scarborough (2014) 
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determined a value for a recreational project in Nepal. Schiappacasse et al. 
(2013) assessed benefits of ecosystem restoration in Chile by using WTP and 
WTYV and found that most of the respondents preferred payment in form of vol- 
unteering. Vondolia et al. (2014) examined the willingness to contribute for a 
canal in Ghana. They did four different analyses, using only financial contribu- 
tion, only volunteer work as contribution, and two measures of both where vol- 
unteering was transformed into money. Hung et al. (2007) examined the valua- 
tion of the Vietnamese by using a payment card with money and working days 
and found a preference for labor contribution. 

Echessah et al. (1997) examined the willingness to contribute (monetary or 
time) for control of the tsetse fly in a western area of Kenya. The respondents 
were able to state either money, volunteering in terms of work or both. The au- 
thors found that most of the respondents were willing to contribute financially 
and voluntarily work. By using a Heckman model they examined the factors 
influencing the decision about the form of contribution (monetary or time pay- 
ment) as well as the amount of these contributions (days or Kenya Shillings). 
They found influences of gender, education and income. Moreover, Echessah et 
al. (1997) also compared different regions in the selected area and found differ- 
ences of the distribution of WTP and WTV across these regions. 

Yet, volunteer work was not included in measuring the valuation of public 
goods in industrialized countries, only for undeveloped countries, except for an 
analysis by Lankia et al. (2014). The authors identified a conflict about the 
preservation, protection and design of forests in Finland. Huge areas of land are 
private, but used by the recreationists. The landowners decide about the recrea- 
tion about their land without taking the recreationist into account. To resolve 
the conflict the authors explored the willingness of the recreationists to support 
the landowners by money or time. They found that the recreationists are willing 
to contribute 92 euros per year and 3.5 days a year on average, respectively. 


8.2.4 Hypotheses 


Out of the motives for involvement in more general ways and the concepts and 
measurements for both constructs, hypotheses are generated out of the previous 
findings that might influence whether an individual gets involved. The first hy- 
pothesis is a general one. The following four hypotheses are about the impacts 
on the contribution as a whole while the others are more about what kind of 
contribution an individual would choose. 

Generally, preceding researches show more acceptance of the WTV than 
the WTP, especially in developing countries. These were found by Schiappa- 
casse et al. (2013) for Chile, by Hung et al. (2007) for Vietnam, by Rai and 
Scarborough (2013, 2014) for Nepal and by Echessah et al. (1997) for Kenya. 
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But Gibson et al. (2015) concluded that there is only a small difference in pref- 
erences for WTV and WTP, even in developing countries. Because Ahlheim et 
al. (2010) and Schiappacasse et al. (2013) argued that WTV is more common 
for poorer countries or regions the research will test the hypothesis whether 
people are generally more willing to pay for their landscape than they are will- 
ing to volunteer for it — even if Lankia et al. (2014) found a higher preference 
for WTV for Finland. 

While Echessah et al. (1997) found that women are more likely to contrib- 
ute labor and money, Rai and Scarborough (2014) concluded that men more 
often select a monetary value than women. Rai and Scarborough (2014), 
Measham and Barnett (2008) and Menchik and Weisbrod (1987) found that 
women are on average more often volunteering than men but the authors did 
not define the area of volunteering. Wilson (2000) found differences in the job 
type that men and women choose for their volunteer work. For Europe this re- 
sults cannot be confirmed: In some European countries, there are more males 
volunteering than women but the ratio adjusts within the lifecycle (Wilson, 
2000). This could also be confirmed from Simonson, Vogel and Tesch-Rémer 
(2016) in Germany: the authors found that more men than women are volun- 
teering. Orientating on these controversy findings, this paper will use the op- 
portunity to determine if there is a difference between the genders and tests the 
hypothesis that men are more involved in the landscape protection than women. 

While Campbell (2007) indicated a positive influence of the age on the 
WTP, Carson et al. (2001) and Hackl and Pruckner (1999) found a negative 
impact of age. Similar influences were found for WTV: A higher amount of the 
middle-aged respondents were found to more willing to volunteer than give a 
financial contribution (e.g., Lankia et al., 2014; Menchik & Weisbrod, 1987; 
Wilson, 2000). Asah et al. (2014) who analyzed the motives for volunteering 
found that the middle-aged generation is more willing to volunteer because they 
want to do something meaningful. Adjuvant to this result, they found that these 
people are less willing to pay. On average, Tidwell and Brunson (2008) found 
that people who are willing to volunteer are younger than those who are not 
willing and therefore they concluded that prospective volunteers are younger 
than the average population. 

For volunteering, it can be said that socio-emotional selectivity theory ex- 
plains using different motives in the lifetime of an individual and why older 
people are less motivated to get involved in volunteering (Carstensen, 1995). 
This is because they usually choose to be around already known individuals 
and that might not be always the case in volunteering. Tselios, Noback, 
McCann and Dijk (2015) also find that engagement rises in younger years and 
fall with getting older. Even if the rate of older volunteers is increasing in Ger- 
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many the rate is still lower as in every other younger age group (Enste, Neu- 
mann & Schare, 2012; Simonson et al., 2016). In line with that is the result that 
retired people are not starting volunteer work because they have a lot of time 
(Wilson 2000) as one might think. Rather, Schiappacasse et al. (2013) and Vas- 
quez (2014) stated that older people are less interested in contributing for their 
environment in general because of their health conditions and life expectancy. 
These results suggest the hypothesis that older people are less willing to sup- 
port the regional landscapes than younger people and the age therefore needs to 
have a negative influence on the willingness to contribute. 

The positive influence of education could be found in the literature of WTP 
and WTV (e.g., Ahlheim et al., 2010; Howley et al., 2012; Menchik & 
Weisbrod, 1987; Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009). While Kammerer et al. (1996) 
and Howley et al. (2012) have different explanations why education has a posi- 
tive impact on WTP, in WTV is only a small discussion about the importance 
of education on WTV. But its importance might be dependable on the type of 
volunteer work (Wilson, 2000). Some work types have a high degree on intel- 
lectual work while other tasks have a higher degree in physical labor and that 
influence the impact of education. Rai and Scarborough (2014) did not find any 
significant values neither for WTP than for WTV, but they concluded that edu- 
cation has a positive tendency of the WTP, but a negative one on the WTV. 
Some other examinations did not find any impact of education on the willing- 
ness to contribute at all (e.g., Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Stone et al., 2008). 
For Germany, Simonson et al. (2016) found that people with higher education 
are more volunteering than people with lower education degrees. This paper 
will therefore test the hypothesis that education has a positive influence on the 
willingness to contribute for the regional landscapes. 

People with a strong relationship to nature value a landscape higher than 
those who do not have such a relationship to nature concluded different re- 
searches (Carson et al., 2001; Howley et al., 2012; Morrison & Dowell, 2013). 
Verbié & Slabe-Erker (2009) found that the relationship to nature is the most 
important variable for valuing a landscape. These were also found by examin- 
ing the motivation of volunteering (e.g., Asah & Blahna, 2012; Bramston, Pret- 
ty & Zammit, 2011; Bruyere & Rappe, 2007). Because of previous findings this 
paper explores if bond to nature has a positive influence on the contribution for 
landscape protection. 

The literature does not analyze the effect of children on the WTP, but it 
could be argued that children reduce the amount of freely available household 
income and time. As a consequence, the influence of children on WTP and on 
the WTV needs to be negative. But, it was found that persons with children 
volunteer more often than individuals without children (Freeman, 1997). A per- 
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son with young children is frequently more voluntarily involved than people 
with older or no children (Menchik & Weisbrod, 1987) but it is not clear if the 
area of volunteering differs and if this areas might be social areas like the kin- 
dergarten or school for instance. These results indicate the hypothesis that chil- 
dren have a negative impact on the WTP, but a positive influence on the WTV. 

The economic theory (Hicks, 1939) came up with said that individuals need 
to decide along income constraints and therefore income is expected to have a 
positive impact on the WTP. But this result is not completely uniform along 
analyses of the WTP: While some authors (e.g., Howley et al., 2012; Kammerer 
et al., 1996; Marangon & Visintin, 2007) found a positive impact on the WTP, 
Morrison & Dowell (2013) uncovered a negative influence. On the WTV, in- 
come displays to have a positive influence in recent examinations (Schiappa- 
casse et al., 2013; Wilson, 2000). Vohs, Mead & Goode (2006) found that peo- 
ple with a higher income are more likely to work alone and are less willing to 
volunteer as well as donating money which would prove the argument of Free- 
man (1997) that the income has a negative impact on the WTV. Analyses com- 
bining the constructs of volunteering and payment found that people with high- 
er income are more willing to pay than to volunteer (Echessah et al., 1997; 
Lankia et al., 2014; Rai & Scarborough, 2014). For Germany, Simonson et al. 
(2016) found a positive relationship between income and WTV and since this 
research is conducted in Germany, it will be examined the hypothesis that the 
income has a positive influence on the WTP and on the WTV. 

Newcomers or returnees have different awareness’s about the landscapes in 
their region because they have seen other regions and its landscapes already 
(von Reichert et al., 2012). This was proven regarding WTV from Tidwell and 
Brunson (2008) and Bramston et al. (2011). Additionally, it might be the case 
that newcomers are more often active voluntarily because they try to get to 
know other people living in the region. This social component is often identi- 
fied (DiEnno & Thompson, 2013; Wilson, 2000,). Tidwell and Brunson (2008) 
concluded that people who are new to a region consider the regional landscapes 
in a different way than the locals and therefore are very valuable for a region 
concerning volunteer work. Because of these findings the hypothesis is: new- 
comers and returnees value the landscapes higher and are more willing to con- 
tribute in all forms for their landscapes than locals. 

Identification is seen as an important factor for giving behavior (Schervish 
and Havens, 1997) and could therefore be an important factor for valuing envi- 
ronmental goods (Morrison & Dowell 2013). That volunteering can help build- 
ing an identity was one important finding by DiEnno and Thompson (2013). If 
a resident has a bond to his or her region, he or she usually knows the people 
living in the same region and therefore prefer to volunteer than people who did 
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not know others (Lankia et al., 2014). This leads to the hypothesis that a bond 
to region has a positive influence on all forms of contribution. 

Regarding the environment around the place of living, the results are differ- 
ent: Kammerer et al. (1999) stated that people living in a city are more willing 
to pay than people living outside the city because they are not able to visit the 
landscapes everyday because of the distance (Howley et al., 2012). DiEnno and 
Thompson (2013) stated that people who experienced nature on a regular basis 
like living in a natural environment outside a city are more likely to support its 
conservation. The authors had an interviewee who stated that especially when 
living in the countryside the motivation to get involved in volunteer work might 
be higher than for people who live in a city. Freeman (1997) concluded that 
people living in cities are volunteering lesser than people living outside a city, 
but this influence of the environment could not be applied to every landscape. 
In the research of Bruyere and Rappe (2007) the reason for volunteering was 
often that the people are taking the opportunity to be outside, away from home 
or their work, which is in line with the argument stated before. This paper ex- 
amined the hypothesis that people living in the countryside are more willing to 
volunteer for the landscapes, but less willing to pay than people living in the 
city. 

Volunteering in the nature and its landscapes can be seen as similar activity 
of gardening (Miles et al., 1998). Kaplan (1973) looked into the benefits of 
gardening and found that gardening requires knowledge as well as provides it. 
This could activate a learning process and could therefore change attitudes of 
the landscapes (Kaplan, 1987; Upham et al., 2009). Gardening can therefore 
offer benefits that are associated with working in the landscape (Miles et al., 
1998). Summarizing, it could be concluded that people having their own garden 
can use their garden for outdoor recreation while people living without an own 
garden would use the landscapes for outdoor recreation. Out of these, the fol- 
lowing hypothesis is assumed: People having their own garden are more willing 
to contribute financial contribution for protection of the landscape, than work 
voluntarily in or for the landscape. 

Haugen (2015) analyzed differences of landscape supports by landowners 
and the general public. She found that landowners consider the landscape in a 
more practical way concerning the production of goods, while the general pub- 
lic includes the soft values like recreational value or the preservation of plants 
and animals. Other researches examined the differences of people working in or 
for the landscape professionally and the general public could not be found. But 
the results might be transferable for people working in or for the landscape. On 
the one hand, they already invested a lot of time in the landscape and therefore 
might prefer a financial contribution, and on the other they know how much 
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money is investing in the landscape protection and preservation so that they are 
more willing to contribute volunteer work than money. For these analyses the 
assumption is that people using the landscape in their occupation are less will- 
ing to contribute volunteer work or money. 


8.3. Sample and Methodology 


This chapter is about the data used to answer the research questions. The first 
section describes the used variables for the valuation, including the landscapes. 
Then, the variables are shown. The last part of this chapter presents the meth- 
odology of the analysis. 


8.3.1 Variables of Willingness to Pay and Willingness to Volunteer 


The topic of the WTP and WTV consisted of three questions in the current sur- 
vey (Tab. 8-1)*. One of the three questions is about the classical theory of 
WTP and the other two are about the WTV. Protest voters — meaning inter- 
viewees that did not answer the question — were deleted from the sample. 

The question about the WTP asked the sample about a personal contribution 
(additionally to the taxes) for different landscapes that were imaged on pictures 
corresponding to each region (Tab. 8-1). These landscapes are water, city and 
village landscapes. Especially for the water landscape, almost 50 % of the re- 
spondents in each region are willing to spend additional money for preserva- 
tion, protection and design for this landscape type (Tab. 6-2). This figure is 
perceived as rather high, in particular because Hartje et al. (2003) found only 
22 % of their sample willing to give some money for the water landscape of the 
Elbe. It can be seen that in more rural areas the residents are more willing to 
give some additional money for the preservation, protection and design of vil- 
lages than in more urban regions. 

Almost 70 % were not willing to pay some money for preservation, protec- 
tion and design of the city landscape (Tab. 6-2). These results are similar to 
Karkow and Gronemann (2005) and Molino et al. (2016) who found that almost 
two thirds of their sample did not want to pay for agricultural land. Howley et 
al. (2012), on the other hand, found that half of their sample did not want to pay 
for a farm landscape. These results could be compared to the city landscape, 
because for both landscapes, there might be somebody who seems to be respon- 
sible for the landscape: for agricultural land it might be the owner, while for the 
city it might be the government. 





48 All questions regarding the WTP and WTV are described in Chapter 5.1 for the WTP and in 
Chapter 5.3 for the WTV in detail. 
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Tab. 8-1: Overview about the questions and variables used 
Question in the survey Possible answers Transformation of | Name of the Using as... 
the variable variable in the 
data set 
What amount of money are you 0 euros transformed intoa _ financial 
personally willing to pay monthly 1-5 euros binary variable with 
and additionally to the already paid 6-10 euros 1 = is willing to give 
taxes for preser-vation, protection 11-20 euros some money for at 
and design of the landscapes that 21 - 50 euros least one of the 
are shown on the following 51 - 100 euros landscapes and 0 = 
photographs? more than 100 is not willing to give 
euros any money for the 
landscapes 
In future, in what area could you place development transformedintoa Only people with 
imagine to volunteer most likely politics binary variable, that one of the named 
(for the first time, strengthened or conservation of the displayed if the forms of 
additional)? environment person is willing to involvement and 
animal protection volunteer for the a statement 
fire or ambulance region (place about the 
service development, duration of 
sports/ exercises conservation of the future 
education/kinderga environment, involvement are 
rden/school animal protection, seen as involved 
religion/church art/culture/museu _ people or already 
art/culture/ m, monument worked 
museums conservation and volunteeringly = 
monument local history) involved 
conservation 
local history 
society 
other 
In what area do you volunteer at same areas as the 
the moment? question before 
How many hours per month could no interest transformed into a 
you imagine to volunteer for your 1-2 hours binary variable that 
region? 3-5 hours shows if the respon- 
6-10 hours dent is willing to 
11-20 hours volunteer at least 
more than 20 hours for one hour per 
month 
Variable that WTP_WTV Dependent 
displays if a person variable 
is involved in the 
regional context 
with the 
manifestations 
0=no involvment 
1=only volunteering 
2=only financial 
support 
3=both forms 
What is your gender? female withO=maleand1 gender Control 
male = female variable 
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Question in the survey Possible answers Transformation of | Name of the Using as... 
the variable variable in the 
data set 
How old are you? 0-17 years manifestations of age Control 
18 - 24 years the categories are variable 
25 - 34 years displayed by the 
35 - 44 years mean of each class 
45 - 54 years 
55 - 64 years 
65 - 74 years 
older than 75 years 
How many children do you have? Open answers amount of children children Control 
variable 
What is your highest school No school transformed intoa higher education Control 
graduation? graduation variable that shows variable 
Main school if a respondents 
Middle school have higher 
High school education with 1 = 
College yes (High school, 
College) and 0 = no 
(no school gradu- 
ation, main school, 
middle school) 
What is your your net income for lower than 1,000 manifestations of income Control 
all members of your household euros the categories are variable 
(monthly)? 1,001-1,500 euros displayed by the 
1,501-2,000 euros mean of each class 
2,001-2,500 euros 
2,501-3,000 euros 
3,001-4,000 euros 
4,001-5,000 euros 
more than 5,000 
euros 
Since when do you live in your Since birth transformed into local Control 
region? Since birth with binary variables returnee variable 
interruptions with 1= yes andOQ= newcomer 
| moved to the no 
region 
Please evaluate the following All statements transformed intoa bond to nature Control 
statements concerning your bond could be rated from _ binary variable with variable 


to nature: 

(1) | try to be as often as possible to 
be in the nature. 

(2) Nature has only a minor part in 
my live. 

(3) | feel a strong bond to the na- 
ture and the landscapes of my 
region. 

(4) | think human beings are benefit 
from an in working order nature. 

(5) | think it is an obligation to 
preserve and protect the nature. 
(6) | feel like | am part of the 
nature. 





-- = radical refusal 
over 

0 = irresolute to 
++ = unreserved 
approval 


1= yes (everyone 
who marked 
statements 1, 3 to 6 
with ++ or + and 
statement 2 with - 
or --) and 0 =no 
(otherwise) 
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Question in the survey Possible answers Transformation of | Name of the Using as... 
the variable variable in the 
data set 
Please evaluate the following All statements transformed intoa bond to region Control 
statements concerning your bond could be rated from _ binary variable with variable 
to your region: -- = radical refusal 1 =yes (everyone 
(1) | feel really like home in my over 0 = irresolute who marked every 
region. to++=unreserved statements with ++ 
(2) With my region, i have a lot of approval or +) andO=no 
personal memories. (otherwise) 
(3) My personal future is strongly 
linked to the region. 
In what kind of environment is your ina city transformed intoa rural Control 
house located? in the city limits binary variable with environment variable 
in a village 1 = living in a village 
outside of acityora_ or outside a city or 
village village and 0 = living 
in a city or in the 
vity limits 
In what kind of house do you live at detached house transformed intoa garden Control 
the moment? (single family) variable that show if variable 
semi-detached a respondent might 
house have a garden with 
row house 1 = garden 
apartment house (detachted house, 
other semi-detached 
house, row house) 
and 0 = no garden 
(appartment house) 
| use for occupational purpose and = Farmer transformed into occupational use Control 
work as... Official one binary variable variable 


other occupation 


with 1 = yes 
(everyone who 
marked sports as 
daily or at least 
once a week) and 0 
= no (otherwise) 








Source: Resident survey. 


Those participants in the sample willing to pay something for the land- 
scapes in their region stated most often an amount between | and 5 euros per 
month which would be equivalent to 12 to 60 euros per year. This result is in 
line with other paper. Kim et al. (2015) found monthly amounts for an ecologi- 
cal recreation project in an urban area conducted in South Korea between 0.5 
and 1.50 dollars (currently, approximately the same amount in euros). Data for 
this analysis came from face-to-face interviews that could explain the lower 
amount. Howley et al. (2012) did interviews in Ireland and found also similar 
results. They used a payment card for determine the value. The work of Camp- 
bell (2007) found a similar amounts but using discrete choice experiments of 
symbolic and everyday landscapes in Ireland by face-to-face interviews. 
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While almost 30 % in LNWM are willing to pay | to 5 euros for the water 
landscape, only 24 % in LPLD are willing to give money for their water land- 
scape. The third region lies in the middle with 26 %. Such a difference can also 
be seen for the village: whereas 25 % of the residents of STB and LPLD would 
spend | to 5 euros for villages, in LNWM this amount is lower with 19 %. The 
payments for city landscapes are around 18 % for each landscape. The amounts 
of people who are willing to give more than 20 euros are really low in each re- 
gion for each landscape (almost 1.5 %). A small exception is the village land- 
scape in LPLD. 3 % of the sample in this region would pay more than 20 euros 
monthly for their landscape. It could imply that people who live in more rural 
areas are more willing to support the close-nature landscapes and the village 
than urban ones. 

Dummies were created that show whether a participant is in general willing 
to pay some money for at least one of the corresponding landscapes (Tab. 8-1). 
This strategy was chosen because a lot of participants stated that they were 
willing to pay between | and 5 euros and only a few were willing to give higher 
amounts of money. Additionally, it was not possible to distinguish the variables 
for volunteering in the different types of landscapes. 

Two questions address the potential of volunteer work in each region (Tab. 
8-1). Because the WTP is a concept of a hypothetical market, the WTV used is 
also hypothetical. This variable was generated to shows if a person is willing to 
volunteer in their region. It consists of first, the question if a person is willing to 
volunteer in or for the region’? or is already volunteering for the region®, and 
second, one about the hours the person would be willing to volunteer. 

There are huge differences between the percentage of current volunteer 
work and the hypothetical ones (Tab. 8-2). For all regions it can be seen that 
most of the respondents would hypothetically like to volunteer for animal pro- 
tection. This is also the area (paired with environment conservation) in which 
the amount of volunteers in Germany increased in the last years (Enste et al., 
2012). This can be observed for every region by the huge increase rates, but 
there are some differences within the next options the respondents would chose 
to protect the landscapes. 





49 The question did not asked about volunteer work for or in the region, it asked about different 
fields of acting. The following fields are indicating volunteer work for the corresponding re- 
gion: development of the location, conservation, animal protection, culture, cultural heritage 
preservation, local history. 

50 Some people marked that they are already volunteering. It might be the case that people al- 
ready volunteering have missed the notice about a first, additional or strengthened involvement 
in the hypothetical question, or they might be willing to stay with the current involvement 
without any additional work. Therefore we also integrated these people — even if they did not 
answer the hypothetical question about volunteering. 
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Tab. 8-2: Current and hypothetical areas of volunteering and the increase per area (in percent) 
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Source: Resident survey. 
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For STB and LPLD the second highest increase is for the conservation of 
the environment, followed by local history. For LNWM it is different: the sec- 
ond highest increase is on space development, followed by monument conser- 
vation. It does not seem highly important to conserve the environment in this 
region for the respondents or there might be already enough initiatives protect- 
ing the environment. 

The mean of the hours asked in each class for the people who would like to 
volunteer in or for the region were generated. In each region, half of the sample 
is hypothetically willing to volunteer on average eight hours monthly for or in 
the region (Tab. 8-3). These results in the examined regions is equal than the 
hours of involvement found by Simonson et al. (2016) for volunteers in Ger- 
many. The authors found a high percentage of people working voluntary for 
about two hours a week, consequently about eight hours monthly on average. 


Tab. 8-3: People who stated they would work voluntary for or in the region stated the following 
amounts of hours to work (in percent) 








Hypothethical monthly hours for 





volunteering in or for the region All LNWM LPLD STB 

No hours 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 
On average 1.5 hours 95,26 96,15 88,85 96,53 
On average 4 hours 83,52 83,65 77,09 85,42 
On average 8 hours 49,89 49,03 43,96 50,70 
On average 15.5 hours 18,06 15,38 15,79 18,06 
On average 30 hours 5,42 4,80 5,26 4,87 








Source: Resident survey. 


The hours of potential work are an indicator if the WTV could be a true an- 
swer, because if a person indicated a hypothetically willingness to do volunteer 
work in a field that supports the region does not mean they are willing to do 
this in reality. Looking into this aspect, at least 2 % of the whole sample are 
willing to volunteer for the region but has no interest to volunteer (Tab. 8-4). 
The result for all regions shows that almost 50 % of the sample would work 
voluntarily. Again, in LNWM more than half of the sample is willing to volun- 
teer for supporting their region. In LPLD and STB the share is lower than 50 %. 
Furthermore, except for a small percentage in the whole sample, almost every 
respondent stated that they would be hypothetically willing to volunteer — but 
not in the defined areas of volunteering for this research. 
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Tab. 8-4: Comparing volunteering for or in the region and hours to spend for volunteering (in 











percent) 
Volunteering in or no yes 
for the region Willing to spend hours for volunteering | Willing to spend hours for volunteering 
no yes no yes 

All 7,25 42,86 2,31 47,58 
LNWM 4,71 40,59 1,76 52,94 

LPLD 8,37 42,79 3,02 45,81 

STB 7,10 44,19 1,61 47,10 











Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


The correlation coefficients of the WTP for regional landscapes and the 
WTV for regional development show a low correlation of about 0.2. Because of 
this result, a variable was generated out of the financial contribution and volun- 
teering as contribution form that shows if a person is generally willing to pay a 
financial contribution for at least one of the landscapes and / or if they are will- 
ing to volunteer in the region and its landscapes (hypothetical) (Tab. 8-1). The 
categories of this variable are that the respondent is only willing to pay and not 
willing to volunteer, they are willing to volunteer but not to pay, they are will- 
ing to do both, or they are not willing to contribute at all. The last category in- 
cluded these people who were neither willing to pay for the regional landscapes 
nor willing to volunteer for — or in — the landscape*. In advance, it was tested 
whether the individual is supporting the landscape in form of money or in vol- 
unteer work but this was only found for a small total of respondents (three peo- 
ple) and could therefore be ignored. 

The variable displays the smallest amount for volunteer work only (19 %) 
and the highest amount for no contribution (31 %) in every region (Tab. 8-5). 
The financial contribution or both forms of contribution were possible for 22 % 
and 28 %, respectively. For LNWM, most of the respondents are willing to 
volunteer and pay for their landscapes (30 %). The next common answer for 
LNWM is not contributing at all (25 %). For STB the answers are almost two 
equal groups: either the respondent is willing to pay and volunteer (30 %) or is 
not willing to contribute for the landscape (31 %). Most of the respondents in 
GGEW are not willing to volunteer or pay (33 %), while only 26 % of the sam- 
ple is willing to invest financial and volunteer contribution. 





51 This group includes the respondents who were willing to volunteer in other areas that were not 
defined as areas that are offer volunteering for or in the landscape. This means the last groups 
comprises, for instance, of volunteers that marked they would work voluntary for the school or 
the fire department. 


Sample and Methodology 


155 





Tab. 8-5: Overview about the manifestations of the variables (in percent) 












































Variables and its Variable All LNWM LPLD STB 
manifestations type 

Desicion of support Dependent 

(WTP_WTV) 

no involvement 27,6 24,1 28,4 28,4 
volunteering 22,4 23,5 23,5 20,3 
financial 18,8 18,8 17,9 20,0 
both involvements 31,2 33,5 30,2 31,3 
Gender Control 

male 49,8 52,1 52,6 44,5 
Age Control 

18-24 6,4 5,3 6,5 6,8 
25-34 12,6 16,5 12,8 10,3 
35-44 14,0 15,3 13,7 13,6 
45-54 25,4 24,1 24,7 27,1 
55-64 22,4 22,4 22,1 22,9 
65-74 12,2 11,8 12,6 11,9 
75 and older 7,0 47 red 74 
Children Control 

No children 27,2 32;3 25,1 27,3 
Child 22,1 24,0 24,1 18,3 
2 children 32,1 31,7 34,6 29,0 
3 children 12,3 6,6 9,7 19,0 
4 children 4,4 4,2 46 4,3 
more than 4 child- 1,8 1,2 1,9 2,0 
ren 

Higher education Control 

higher education 48,0 54,1 46,7 46,5 
Income household Control 

Lower than 1,000 8,7 6,9 11,0 6,6 
euros 

1,001-1,500 euros 12,8 13,2 15,0 9,7 
1,501-2,000 euros 11,1 12,6 11,0 10,4 
2,001-2,500 euros 13,3 9,4 15,0 13,2 
2,501-3,000 euros 16,4 13,8 15,7 18,8 
3,001-4,000 euros 18,6 23,3 16,2 19,4 
4,001-5,000 euros 9,9 10,7 8,2 11,8 
more than 5,000 9,1 10,1 8,0 10,1 
euros 

Duration Region 

Locals Control 32,6 23,1 36,9 31,9 
Returnee Control 15,7 14,8 18,5 12,3 
Newcomer Control 51,7 62,1 44,6 55,8 
Bond to Nature Control 

Bond to Nature 52,6 55,3 54,4 48,7 
Bond to Region Control 

Bond to Region 57,1 52,9 62,8 51,6 
Rural Environment Control 

Rural Environment 54,6 26,5 63,7 56,1 
Garden 

Garden 77,7 70,0 76,5 83,6 
Occupational use Control 

Occupational use 15,6 11,2 19,3 12,9 








Source: Resident survey. 
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It is obvious, that the answers are separated in the most extreme answers in 
every region: do not contribute at all or contribute in both forms (volunteering 
and financial support). This result is different from the research of Echasseh et 
al. (1997) who found that a lot of respondents are willing to pay or/and willing 
to volunteer, and the result of Lankia et al. (2014) that found people with for 
volunteering preferences cannot be proven from this result. A similar result to 
the current ones was also found from Gibson et al. (2015), who revealed a simi- 
lar allocation of willingness. 


8.3.2 Other Variables 


The socioeconomic variables gender, age and education are common in WTP 
examinations (e.g., Howley et al., 2012; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002; Kammerer 
et al., 1996; Karkow & Gronemann, 2005; Kim et al., 2015, Mitchell & Carson, 
1989; Molina et al., 2016; Morrison & Dowell, 2013; Schmitz et al., 2003) and 
also for WTV analysis (e.g., Measham & Barnett, 2008; Menchik & Weisbrod, 
1987; Wilson, 2000). An overview of the control variables is shown in Tab. 
8-5. 

The questionnaire also asked about the duration of being in the region (Tab. 
8-1). On average, every second respondent is a newcomer (Tab. 8-5). The rate 
of newcomers is highest for LNWM while LPLD have the highest rates for re- 
turnees and locals. STB lies in between, but has the lowest rate for returnees. 

A question with different statements about the nature is used for the variable 
bond to nature (Tab. 8-1). These statements were based on a study about the 
awareness of nature in Germany (BMUB, 2014). Because it should be only one 
variable indicating the relationship to nature, the statements were transformed 
into one variable. Tab. 8-5 shows that almost every second participant an- 
swered that he or she would have a bond to nature. The bond is highest de- 
scribed by the respondents of LPLD (57.4 %) and lowest by the participants of 
STB (50.1 %). Because de Groot and van den Born (2003) found that the rela- 
tionship to nature might be dependable on education and age, it was tested. The 
correlation coefficient showed a significant value for age (0.2) but no signifi- 
cant value for higher education (0.05). Both coefficients are low and could 
therefore be used. 

Bond to region was created similar to bond of nature (Tab. 8-1) and was 
used because of the identity that could influence the value of a landscape (Mor- 
rison & Dowell, 2013). The statements itself were developed referring to Lalli 
(1992), Weichhart et al. (2006) and Soini et al. (2012). Almost 50 % of the 
sample has a bond to region — and in LPLD 65 % of the participants feel a bond 
to the region (Tab. 8-5). Because Kiihne (2011) described that identity to a re- 
gion might be dependable on time, there might be a correlation between the 
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variables of the residents and bond to region. It was checked and it could be 
found a low correlation (-0.33). The correlation is higher for newcomers than 
for returnees. Regarding the frequency, it could be found that more locals and 
returnees have a bond to region than newcomers. 

There was a question about the living environment of each respondent (Tab. 
8-1). It can be seen that almost every fourth respondent of LNWM lives in rural 
structures (Tab. 8-5). In the region LPLD are living more than 66% in rural 
structures while in STB more than half of the respondents are living in rural 
structures. 

The question about the house where the respondent lives is used as a surro- 
gate if a respondent has a garden (Tab. 8-1). Usually, if a person lives in a 
house, there is a garden. It can be seen, that even if in LNWM only every fourth 
respondent lives in rural structures, almost three-quarters of the respondents are 
living in a detached house (single family), semi-detached house, or row house 
(Tab. 8-5). In STB the rate of respondents who are living in these houses are 
lower. 

There was a question about the occupational use of the landscape. It was 
transformed into a dummy and could see that the rate of people working for or 
in the landscape is relatively low (Tab. 8-1, Tab. 8-5). The highest rate of occu- 
pational use can be found in LPLD. For the other regions the rate is lower. 


8.3.3 Individual Characteristics with Importance for the Contribution Form 


To analyze what characteristics are important for the kind of support, the work 
assessed each of the control variables on the dependent variable. Only the high- 
est percentages of each variable in the manifestations of the dependent variable 
are described; others can be seen in Tab. 8-6. 
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Individual characteristics and support of the landscapes (in percent) 


Tab. 8-6 
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The bold values are the highest values of the manifestation of the variable for the sample. 


Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Except LNWM, people with lower education do not support landscape pro- 
tection, while people with higher education support with volunteer work or 
money. People with a lower income than 2,000 euros monthly and households 
do not support landscape protection (again except of LNWM), while people 
with a monthly income between 2,000 and 4,000 euros are involved in both 
forms of support. The respondents of LNWM are willing to contribute in form 
of volunteering and money independently of the income. Respondents in LPLD 
with a higher household income than 4,000 euros a month are only willing to 
volunteer, while in all other regions the respondents are willing to contribute 
both forms. 

Locals do not seem to support the landscape highly in the analyzed forms of 
involvement. The percentages are equal in the region LPLD for no support or 
both forms of involvement. Again, the respondents of the region LNWM are 
willing to support the landscapes by volunteering and via financial contribu- 
tions. With except of the returnees in the region LPLD, all returnees and new- 
comers are willing to contribute volunteer work and money. Bond to nature 
shows that in all regions, respondents with a bond are willing to support the 
landscape protection in form of volunteer work and money, while people with- 
out a bond to nature are mostly not willing to contribute. Except the respond- 
ents of the region STB, people with no bond to region as well as the people 
with a bond to nature are willing to contribute in both forms of support for 
landscape protection. The respondents in STB are mostly not willing to con- 
tribute if they have a bond to region. The living environmental surrounding 
does not seem to be crucial for the form of contribution. Respondents with rural 
or urban environment are willing to contribute in both forms of involvement. 
Only respondents living in a rural environment in LPLD or living in an urban 
environment in STB are mostly not willing to support the landscape protection 
in any of the examined forms. Respondents with and without an own garden are 
willing to support the landscape protection in volunteer work and money. Only 
people with a garden in LPLD are mostly not willing to contribute. The de- 
scription is similar for the occupational use: all respondents are willing to sup- 
port landscape protection in both forms, expect the respondents of the region 
STB. There, people with an occupational use are mostly just willing to contrib- 
ute volunteer work but no money. 

In general, younger people with a higher education, household income 
higher than 2,000 euro monthly and with a bond to nature have higher potential 
to contribute volunteer work as well as money for the preservation, protection 
and design of landscape in the sample. A valid manifestation of the other varia- 
bles cannot be given, because they differ between the regions. 
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8.3.4 Methodology 


First, a multi-nominal logit model was used to address four different categories 
of the dependent variable WT7P_WTV. Using this model, it was possible to ad- 
dress the three different regions. But the Hausman test indicates that the most 
important assumption of this model is violated, and this is why a nested logit 
model is used. This model overcomes the difficulty stated by Schiappacasse et 
al. (2013): to find an econometric model that is suitable for this type of analy- 
sis. It uses a decision tree to capture if an individual is willing to contribute at 
first and at second if the individual is willing to contribute, in which form it 
would support the regional landscape protection (Fig. A 2). To use the nested 
logit, it is necessary to expand the data set in the first step so that the individual 
has more than one alternative that could be chosen. For the calculations, the 
basis is always the manifestation to invest rather than to give money or do vol- 
unteer work in the region. 

Within the nested model the individual has to decide which alternative it 
would choose. Therefore, the following model is formulated: 


chosenjn = f Xn Ln Nn, IRIn ) 


where chosen,, denotes the chosen alternative j of the individual n. X,, is 
a matrix of the socioeconomic variables (gender, age, education) of the inhab- 
itants in the sample and L,, their living circumstances (children, income, living 
environment, garden, occupational use). N,, includes the concern about the na- 
ture (bond to nature). /RI,, indicates if the individual moved to a region (new- 
comer) or were born there and left the region for awhile (returnee) as well as 
the individual has a relationship to the region (bond to region). Only one model 
is estimated, using X, and N,, for the first level estimation and the other two 
matrices for the second level equation. Due to this two-step estimation, a re- 
gional comparison is not possible. The variables of X,, and N,, were chosen be- 
cause of some previous results of the literature (see hypotheses two to five). 


8.4 Empirical Analyses 


The first part of this chapter describes the results of the nested logit estimation. 
In this section, no contribution is always the base outcome. First, there will be 
description about the first level, followed by a second level. In the end there 
will be a description of each probability that the alternative is selected. Follow- 
ing are a description of the results of the hypotheses verbalized in Chapter 
8.2.4. 
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8.4.1 Results of the Empirical Model 


All variables used that have an impact on the decision whether an individual 
would support the landscape or not are significant (Tab. 8-7). While gender is 
significant on the level of 0.05, the other three variables are highly significant 
on the level of 0.01. The coefficients of gender and age show a negative impact. 
This would imply that males are more involved in any contribution form than 
women. For the age, it could be identified that older people are less willing to 
contribute for their regional landscapes. Regarding education and bond to na- 
ture, the coefficients are showing positive directions. This would imply that 
with a higher education the willingness to contribute increases. Similar can be 
said for bond to nature. People with a bond to nature are more willing to con- 
tribute than people without any. 


Tab. 8-7: Coefficients of the nested logit model 














chosen 
support equations category equations 
Only voluntee- Both contri- 
Yes ring Only financial butions 
Gender -0,41 * Children 0,09 0,14 -0,29 
(0.177) (0.387) (0.486) (0.457) 
Age -0,03 aa Income 0,00 0,00 0,00 
(0.006) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Higher 0,59 bid Rural -0,04 0,12 0,27 
education (0.191) Environment (0.830) (0.892) (0.637) 
Bond to 0,79 oan Garden -0,43 1,31 -0,39 
nature (0.181) (1.049) (2.221) (1.081) 
Ocupational 2,39 -2,82 -0,04 
use (4.332) (5.271) (1.071) 
Returnees 0,90 -1,59 0,68 
(1.761) (3.320) (1.376) 
Newcomer 0,95 -1,13 0,75 
(1.535) (2.605) (1.072) 
Bond to 1,22 -0,56 -0,41 
region (2.108) (1.448) (0.899) 
Constant -8,18 -5,86 -2,40 
(18.477) (14.037) (8.254) 








Note: Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Looking the second level estimation, none of the variables have any signifi- 
cant impact on the form of contribution. Even if the coefficients are not signifi- 
cant, some directions could be assumed. Income has at least for each contribu- 
tion form a positive impact while for every other coefficient the directions dif- 
fer. An increase of the number of children increases the WTP or WTV — but not 
both forms. In this case, an increase of children would be lead to a decrease in 
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the willingness for both forms. All other variables show different direction for 
the WTP and WTV decision. Most of the variables have a positive impact on 
the WTV and a negative one on the WTP. People with an occupational use of 
the landscape tend to be more willing to volunteer in the region. Also newcom- 
ers and returnees show a tendency for volunteering as well as people having a 
bond to the region. A reverse impact of these variables could be assumed for 
the WTP. Regarding both contribution forms, newcomers and returnees show a 
tendency to be more involved in both forms. Indeed, the occupational use and 
bond to region show negative directions for both forms of contribution. Garden 
and rural environment show negative coefficients for the WTV which would 
imply that people living in more rural areas or having their own garden are less 
willing to volunteer while these are more willing to pay for their landscapes. 
The tendencies differ for both contribution forms. For rural environment, it 
could be seen that the coefficient is positive and therefore people living in rural 
structures are more willing to contribute in both forms while people with their 
own garden are tend to be less willing to contribute both forms. 

The Wald test implies that all of the integrated coefficients are able to con- 
tribute a statistically significant improvement in the fit of the model. The test 
statistic for the interdependence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) assumption also 
indicates that the assumption of IIA can be confirmed for this model. 

Out of the 801 cases, about 26 % of the sample was unwilling to contribute 
at all, while the rest were willing to contribute. These 74 % were distributed 
into almost 22 % willing to volunteer, 19 % only willing to give a financial 
contribution, and almost 34 % willing to contribute volunteer work and a finan- 
cial contribution. 


8.4.2 Results of the Hypotheses 


The first hypothesis was about a general contribution and a preference to finan- 
cial support of landscape protection. This could not be approved because the 
results of Tab. 8-5 show a high preference for volunteering and financial sup- 
port. This could also be confirmed in Tab. 8-6. With respect to the contribution 
of both analyzed forms, the respondents prefer no involvement. Not until then 
is volunteering pursued. This would imply that people generally willing to pay 
in the form of money and volunteer work at the same time prefer one of the 
concepts. This also shows the probability measures of the used statistic model. 
Therefore, the first hypothesis is rejected. 

Looking at the hypothesis that analyzed whether men are more involved in 
the regional landscape protection than women, the results display that men are 
more willing to volunteer while women are more willing to pay for the land- 
scapes (Tab. 8-6) which was cannot contribute to the formulated hypothesis. 
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The statistical analyses found that men are more willing to contribute than 
women (Tab. 8-7). Because of this significant result, the hypothesis about a 
higher involvement of men in landscape protection could be proven. 

Hypothesis three assumed that older people are less likely to contribute than 
younger people. This can be proven using the descriptive statistic as well as the 
estimated nested logit model (Tab. 8-6, Tab. 8-7). Hence, this hypothesis could 
be confirmed. 

Education has a positive impact on the landscape protection was the next 
hypothesis. This hypothesis could be proven via the estimated statistical model 
and the descriptive statistics (Tab. 8-6, Tab. 8-7). These show a high rate of 
people having a high school or college degree on both contribution forms, 
which could be interpreted as them being more willing to contribute than peo- 
ple with a lower degree (most of the rates show no contribution). All told, this 
hypothesis could also be validated. 

Bond to nature has a positive influence on the decision to contribute. This 
could be proven using the statistical results (Tab. 8-7). The descriptive analysis 
shows that if using both forms of contributions in general, that people with a 
bond to nature are more willing to contribute in both forms while people with- 
out such a bond are not willing to contribute for the landscape (Tab. 8-6). The 
hypothesis can be confirmed. 

The sixth hypothesis about the negative impact of children on the WTP 
could not be proved, because there is an indication of a positive influence for 
volunteering or financial contribution (Tab. 8-7). Only the impact for both con- 
tribution forms might be negative. Tab. 8-6 shows only for two children that 
these people are less willing to contribute, but in all other cases, the highest 
percentages are shown for both forms of contribution. This is different from the 
statistical results. Therefore the hypothesis needs to be rejected. 

The seventh hypothesis is about a positive impact of income on the WTP 
and on the WTV. The statistical analysis shows a positive direction of the coef- 
ficient. People with a higher income are more willing to contribute both forms 
of involvement (Tab. 8-6). One exception is the region LPLD, where people 
with high income are more willing to volunteer. This might be an indication 
that the hypothesis could be true, but it could not be proved because there are 
no statistical significant coefficients. 

The next hypothesis refers to the higher valuation assigned by returnees and 
newcomers for all forms of contribution. The positive impact for these two 
groups is implied for the WTV and for both forms of contribution, but not for 
the WTP (Tab. 8-7). The coefficients show a negative direction for the two 
groups. Tab. 8-6 shows that newcomers and returnees (at least for LNWM and 
STB) are most willing to contribute payment and volunteer work. These results 
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indicate that the hypothesis needs to be rejected, because it could not be proven 
that the valuation is higher in each form. 

The next hypothesis is about the positive influence of bond to region on all 
forms of contribution. The results of the statistical model indicate a positive 
influence for volunteering, but not for the financial contribution or both forms. 
The results of Tab. 8-6 do not show any differences, except of this case of STB: 
When a person has a bond to region they do not want to get involved in land- 
scape protection. In all other cases, the person is willing to contribute both 
ways. The hypothesis might therefore be true for the option of volunteering, but 
could not be verified with robust results due to missing significances in the co- 
efficients. 

The tenth hypothesis assumed that people living in the countryside are more 
willing to volunteer than to pay, compared with the people living in a city. The 
statistical results imply the other way around. The coefficients show a positive 
direction for the WTP and a negative one for the WTV (Tab. 8-7). Similar re- 
sults are shown in Tab. 8-6. While all people no matter what environmental 
conditions are willing to contribute both forms, for LPLD people living in the 
countryside are not willing to get involved into landscape protection and for 
STB people living in a city do not want to contribute for the landscape protec- 
tion. This hypothesis could not be proved. 

Following is the hypotheses that people having an own garden are less will- 
ing to contribute volunteer work than payment contributions. Regarding the 
results of the statistical analysis, the coefficients imply that the garden has a 
positive impact on the WTP, but a negative one on the WTV. Moreover, both 
contribution forms might also are negatively influenced by the garden. In re- 
gard to Tab. 8-6, the variable garden does not seem to have an effect, because 
in all regions, the people are more willing to contribute in both forms no matter 
if they have their own garden. Because of the diverse results and no significant 
variables, hypothesis cannot be proven. 

The last hypothesis is about the occupational use of the landscape and the 
impact on all forms of contribution. The statistical results show a tendency for a 
positive impact on WTV and a negative one on the WTP (Tab. 8-7). Both con- 
tribution forms might also be influenced negatively. Tab. 8-6 shows that it does 
not matter if the respondents use the landscape for their occupation: they al- 
ways tend to involve both forms of contribution — except in the STB region. 
These results do not allow a confirmation of this hypothesis. 


8.5 Discussion 


This part of the analysis discusses the results of the empirical analyses and the 
generalizability of the current results for other regions. Additionally, there is a 
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discussion of further variables that might have impacts on the forms of volun- 
teering. The discussion ends with addressing methodological issues. 


8.5.1 Results and Generalizability 


The descriptive analyses showed respondents are more willing to contribute 
money and volunteer work at the same time than doing only payments. This 
result is different from the results of Schiappacasse et al. (2013), Hung et al. 
(2007), Rai and Scarborough (2013, 2014), Echessah et al. (1997) and Lankia 
et al. (2014), but are in line with Gibson (2015). Except for Lankia et al. 
(2014), all research was done in developing countries, and so it might be the 
case that there were differences between the development stages. Lankia et al. 
(2014) concluded that WTV is more common for their analyzed region in Fin- 
land, but they used a privately owned landscape, while this analysis used only 
public landscapes. It might also be the case that the owner of the landscape is 
an important factor for the decision of an individual in what form the individual 
contribute to the protection and preservation of the landscape. 

If a person is male, the willingness to contribute is higher than for women. 
This result is different from findings in the United Kingdom, the United States 
and Australia (Measham & Barnett, 2008; Menchik & Weisbrod, 1987), but in 
line with results in Germany (Enste et al., 2012; Simonson et al., 2016). Enste 
et al. (2012) found that younger women are less involved in volunteer work 
than same-aged men, but with increasing age the rates move closer to each oth- 
er. Simonson et al. (2016) found an increasing of the rate of involvement for 
women so that the differences between men and women are decreasing. It 
might be the case that women are busier with raising kids and therefore have 
less time than men to get involved. 

The older the person, the lower the willingness to contribute. Tidwell and 
Brunson (2008) found that people willing to volunteer on average are younger 
than those who are not willing. Menchik and Weisbrod (1987) found an age 
limit for the age between 35 and 49 — before that the rate of volunteerism in- 
creases and afterwards the WTV decreases. This is in line with German find- 
ings of volunteering in general (Enste et al., 2012; Simonson et al., 2016). The 
older a person is the lower is the WTP a financial contribution for the preserva- 
tion, protection and design of the landscapes in their region. This is also in line 
with results of other studies (e.g., Carson et al., 2001; Hackl & Pruckner, 1999; 
Lankia et al., 2014). Vasquez (2014) found that younger respondents are gener- 
ally more willing to contribute than older ones. The author explains this devel- 
opment by using a shorter lifespan to benefit from improvements. Additionally 
to this argument, the health condition and the lower income in retirement could 
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be other reasons while older people have lower level of contributions to the 
regional development. 

High education displays as positive impact factor for the willingness to con- 
tribution. Positive influence of the level of education on the willingness to con- 
tribute was also found by Schervish and Havens (1997), Howley et al. (2012) 
and other authors and could also be confirmed for Germany by Simonson et al. 
(2016) as well as Enste et al. (2012). This might be explainable due to more 
knowledge about nature and its future development if people fail to invest in 
the preservation and protection of the landscapes (Howley et al., 2012). It might 
also be the case that people with higher education are thinking more about the 
next generation and how this generation will live if the landscapes are not being 
protected today. 

Bond to nature is an important variable for the willingness to contribute. 
The result of volunteering is in line with Bramston et al. (2011), Bruyere and 
Rappe (2007) and Miles et al. (1998) who found that the relationship to nature 
is a high important factor for volunteering. It might be the case that people with 
a bond to nature have more knowledge about the interaction between nature 
and humans and try therefore to protect the landscape for next generations. 

The amount of children is a positive influence factor for the WTV and 
WTP. Only the impact of the contribution of both forms at the same time might 
be negative. This result agrees with the results of Freeman (1997) that people 
with children are more volunteering than without children. Menchik and 
Weisbrod (1987) found that if the children are at home, then the parents are 
more likely to volunteer. It might be the case that the parents are more aware of 
the surrounding than people without any children. 

The impact of income could not be identified. Schervish and Havens (1997) 
found that households with lower income give higher amounts of money to 
charity than people with a higher income. German examinations (Ahlheim et 
al., 2010; Simonson et al., 2016) as well as results in developing countries 
(Schiappacasse et al., 2013; Wilson, 2000) found a positive impact of the in- 
come on volunteering. This result might be explainable by the motives the indi- 
vidual has. It might be the case that they are motivated by a warm-glow and 
would like to do something good for the environment to compensate for their 
business environment. 

There might be a positive influence of being a newcomer or returnee for the 
WTV and both forms of contribution identified. These two groups might have a 
negative impact of the age. Schervish and Havens (1997) concluded that people 
who have lived longer than ten years in a community are willing to give more 
than people living there for two years or less, but this could not be proven 
clearly with the current results. A variable about the exact duration and if new- 
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comers or returnees live in the region permanently was not used — indeed, it 
was controlled for people with different experiences of landscapes. The results 
could be explained by different motives of the newcomer to get involved than 
the locals have. It might be reasonable that these individuals volunteers because 
of social integration (DiEnno & Thompson, 2013; Wilson, 2000). Additionally, 
with respect to these motives, it could be the case that newcomers and returnees 
see the landscape as more special for the region than locals do, since they have 
seen other landscapes before. There might be a bias in the data because it might 
be the case that locals wanted to move, but had not the chance to move. It was 
tested if the landscapes are the reason why the participant came into or moved 
back to the region. The most often reason why a respondent came into the re- 
gion was a family related one. It could not be tested if the participated locals 
wanted to move because the data about this question is not available. 

The impact of bond to region shows a positive tendency for the WTV, but 
negative directions for the WTP and both forms of contribution. It could be 
stated that people with a bond to region seeing the regional landscapes as more 
worth protecting than those without a bond to region because they identifying 
themselves with the region and the landscapes (DiEnno & Thompson, 2013). 

The rural environment also showed different trends. A positive tendency for 
the WTV is found for people living in a city environment, while a positive di- 
rection might be identified for the WTP and both forms of contribution for 
more rural areas. People living in the city are not surrounded of the landscape 
so it might be the case that they valuing it higher because they see what happen 
if every landscape is build on. It could also be the case that people living in the 
city are using the opportunity of volunteering to get into the landscape where 
they are not go into otherwise (Bruyere & Rappe, 2007). 

The results regarding gardening might have a negative impact for WTV and 
both forms of contribution and a positive one for WTP. This could be explained 
by the work in the own garden. People having their own garden prefer to work 
there instead of working in the landscape and therefore they are less willing to 
volunteer than to pay. 

As in the variable discussed before, the impact of the occupational use 
shows a positive direction for volunteering and negative ones for the WTP and 
both forms of contribution. It might be the case that people working in or for 
the landscape in their occupation know where the money is going and therefore 
prefer to work in the landscape to be sure their support is being used in the right 
way. 

Because of the socioeconomic variables gender, age, educational level and 
bond to nature display common impacts, it might be possible to transfer the 
results of this work into other regions. But the variables for the categories did 
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not show any significance, so that these results are not robust. Only the varia- 
bles for the decision if an individual would support the regional landscape 
might be transferable. 


8.5.2 Further Variables 


For instance, the experience with the good and its visits might be important 
(Morrison & Dowell, 2013; Rai & Scarborough, 2014). Carson et al. (2001) 
and DiEnno and Thompson (2013) concluded that only experienced goods 
could be valued from the respondents in an adequate way. These arguments 
might be true, but even if the respondents do not know the landscape the ques- 
tion rises if they perceive the landscape as something special — thus they could 
be answering as if the landscapes in question are, in their opinion, worthy of 
protection. There was no question about if the respondents had visited or expe- 
rienced the examined landscape before or just know the good in the survey and 
therefore are not able to integrate such a variable into the sample. 

The economic development could be integrated in the analysis. Tselios et al. 
(2015) analyzed the impact of economic development of a neighborhood on the 
local social integration (including the local social engagement). The authors 
found that living in a low economic development neighborhood has negative 
impacts on actual involvement and could therefore be important to explain dif- 
ferences between the regions. It might be possible that some of the region spe- 
cific variables are some kind of moderator variables for the economic develop- 
ment. In integration of economic development could also be important because 
it might be the case that less economical developed regions are less willing to 
contribute in any form of landscape protection because they see other and for 
them more important fields for contribution. A variable that shows if a re- 
spondent is employed were not included, but a variable of employment with 
interactions to the landscape might be a good idea for further research. Further 
analyses could be including the variable of economic development of a region 
and a variable that shows if a respondent is employed at the moment. This 
analysis could not integrate the employment status, because of the people not 
working at the moment due to parental leave or the protection of working 
mothers. There would be the question to which group they would belong to, 
since by law says these people are employed, even if they are not actually 
working. 

Evidence suggests that environmental values are similar between different 
countries, but are still bound by culture and the subjective background of the 
individual (Schultz & Zelezny, 1999; Yu, 1995). Swanwick et al. (2007) also 
concluded that culture could be a factor for the landscape valuation. For in- 
stance, it might be the case that landscapes are an important factor for the re- 
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gion because of its use of for instance geocaching, the valuation might be high- 
er than for regions where the landscape is just available and not used for a spe- 
cial purpose. Especially concerning volunteering, Ahlheim et al (2010) argued 
that the willingness to contribute volunteer work might be biased by social 
norms of a region or country. If it is highly esteemed that an individual works 
on a voluntary basis for the region, more people might be volunteering. If the 
culture is characterized by a high reciprocity of individuals (Gouldner, 1960) 
more people might volunteer because they want to repay their benefits. But this 
argument is probably more evident for the area of social work than for land- 
scape protection. The influence of culture in the selected regions in the used 
models could not be tested, because there was no possibility to integrate all as- 
pects of culture into the survey. 

Donor’s attitude and motives towards helping others and towards a nonprof- 
it organization might be important for the motives to the willingness to invest 
money or time into something (Webb, Green & Brashear, 2000). Research pub- 
lished by the German Ministry of Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and 
Youth examines the motives of German volunteers on a regular basis. Their 
first work found that almost half of the respondents in their sample had almost 
purely altruistic motives (“Because I want to do something for others, helping 
others”, “Because I want to repay something”) for volunteering (Haumann, 
2014). But on average, most of the volunteers have more impure or warm- 
glowing motives (“Because I am happy working voluntary”). A later examina- 
tion by Simonson et al. (2016) found that a lot of volunteers work voluntary 
because of having fun or for social reasons (more than 80 % of the sample). 
These are warm-glowing motives. At least half of the sample volunteers be- 
cause of gaining competencies. Lower levels of motives are gaining social es- 
teem (31 %) or getting career competencies (25 %). More generally, the mo- 
tives are important to understand why somebody is volunteering of contributing 
money for landscape protection. It could just be analyzed what individual char- 
acteristics are crucial for the contribution form, but it was not possible to link 
the motives and the individual characteristics. Because motivation differs be- 
tween individuals (Clary, Snyder & Stukas, 1996; Houle et al., 2005), it might 
be even interesting to couple these with individual characteristics. This might 
be an interesting question for further research. Such an analysis could help get 
deeper insight on why a person is willing to pay or volunteer for their regional 
landscapes. 

Roesch-McNally and Rabotyagov (2015) examined differences between a 
mandatory and voluntary model for payment and found that the willingness to 
give some money depend on the model of giving. For water quality they con- 
cluded that the voluntary model collects higher amounts while for recreation 
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the mandatory model got higher amounts. Harbaugh et al. (2007) concluded 
that the motive of giving is important for the model of payment: While people 
with altruistic motives prefer mandatory payments, the warm-glowing motivat- 
ed people prefer voluntary payments. The payment form of contribution for 
money was asked. Most of the respondents (almost 63 %) answered they would 
like to pay for the landscapes as voluntary donations which indicate more warm 
glowing motives of the respondents. Almost every fourth respondent of the 
survey of Kammerer et al. (1996), Hartje et al. (2003) or Job and Knies (2001) 
also voted for donations. The second and third chosen forms in the current sur- 
vey were a mandatory form: entrée fees or parking prices (both 31 %). Entry 
fees were also the second most answer in the research of Hartje et al. (2003). 
These results suggest that respondents are more likely to pay on a voluntary 
basis than on a mandatory one for landscape protection and that implies that the 
respondents are acting more for impure altruistic motives than for altruistic mo- 
tives. 


8.5.3 Methodology Issues 


Using the method of WTP to determine a value for a public good is chancy re- 
garding the capacity of the stated values. It could be the case that people an- 
swering would like to contribute, but they do not if it is not necessary. Concern- 
ing the monetary payment, this was stated, for example, by Ryan and Spash 
(2011) and was proven by Cummings and Harrison (1994). Regarding the 
WTYV, Tidwell and Brunson (2008) found similar results. Ahlheim et al. (2010) 
and Echessah et al. (1997) concluded that the WTV depends on the social 
norms and the living conditions of an individual. Additionally, Schiappacasse 
et al. (2013) concluded that people do not consider the time constraint and stat- 
ed more time as realistic for them. Therefore, it might be possible that respond- 
ents did not answer truthfully about their willingness to contribute. This could 
be a problem if volunteering would get a monetary value and would estimate 
both contributions to determine a welfare gain or loss, but both contributions 
could be used as indicators for the perception. 

Close to the argument about the truth about the stated values is the risk of 
strategic behavior of the respondents. It could be the case that people think 
about asking before realizing a price for a good and therefore avoid choosing a 
concrete value for this good (McFadden 1998) or answer how they think it 
would be social desirable (Kim et al., 2015). If there are social norms that pre- 
tend working voluntarily is positive, the risk of answering in a social desirable 
way increases (Ahlheim et al., 2010). Another important reason, especially in 
developing countries, is that inhabitants would like to have more research in 
their region or area and thus they answer the way they think the researcher 
would prefer (Echessah et al., 1997). 
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Vasquez (2014) found that Guatemalan are willing to pay more for munici- 
pal services while the respondents are neither WTP nor WTV for community- 
managed services even if they are impatient with the actual condition of the 
environmental good. There was no information about who has to collect the 
contributions and uses it afterwards, but one question asked for the possible 
instrument to pay. The most common answer was voluntary donations for the 
preservation, protection and design of the landscape. In this case, everyone 
could choose by him or herself to whom the payment would go or for whom the 
individual would like to volunteer. But still there might be the question if the 
WTP and/or WTV are dependable on the executor and for whom he or she is 
working. This could be a field of further research, especially in the industrial- 
ized countries where this phenomenon was not examined yet. 

Free-riding® is another risk when looking into valuations of monetary and 
volunteering payments (Hung et al., 2007; Rai & Scarborough, 2014). It might 
be the case that people think that the landscape is only important for them and 
not a resource for future generations (Carson et al., 2001). DiEnno and Thomp- 
son (2013) found that volunteers usually working voluntarily because they see 
nature as a resource and want to conserve it for their children. But by using a 
survey, free-riding could also be a problem for volunteering (Vondolia et al., 
2014). It could lower the amount of respondents who are WTP or WTV and 
therefore distort the value of the landscape. By using WTP and WTYV as indica- 
tors, this risk might be lower, but it could still be present. 

Both contributions require a hypothetical market. Volunteers could value 
time differently if the context changes (Alvarez-Farizo, Hanley & Barberan, 
2001; Becker, 1965; Dalenberg, Fitzgerald, Schuck & Wicks, 2004; Eom & 
Larson, 2006). For the financial contribution it might be the case that respond- 
ents do not have the information that is needed for valuing a good, the results 
could not interpreted in the right way (Carson et al., 2001; Mitchell & Carson, 
1989). In the survey, current landscape photographs were used to show the con- 
text of the volunteer work and to imagine the landscapes without describing 
them much because the landscapes are part of their region. Additionally, a vari- 
able for volunteer work out of different fields of volunteering were created; 
there might be fewer problems with the context of the volunteer work. 

Generally speaking, it could be said that the determination of a value of a 
public good using the WTP and WTV together could be used for the determina- 
tion of a landscape. There might be some risks using the methods, but it seems 
to be more adequate than using only the monetary valuation. 





52 Chapter 4.3 explains what free riding means regarding the WTP. 
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8.6 Conclusion 


This paper analyzed how many people are willing to contribute for the protec- 
tion, preservation or design of their landscapes and what individual characteris- 
tics are influencing each form of contribution. The results suggest that the deci- 
sion of an individual to contribute might be performed on two levels. The first 
will be to support the regional landscape and the second in what form the indi- 
vidual would contribute. 

The analyses found that less than 50 % of the respondents of the analyzed 
regional samples are willing to invest money to preserve or protect their re- 
gional landscape, but about 75 % are willing to contribute labor in terms of 
volunteer work to support the landscape. Combining these results, one third of 
the sample would be willing to contribute volunteer work and financial support. 
The people with the less willingness to give any support are older than 65, 
mostly women, have a lower education, and or enjoy no relationship with na- 
ture. 

Regional managers could learn from these results that every individual has 
similar needs and value the landscape in a different way, even if there are simi- 
larities. But beyond this, these results suggest some potential for activating vol- 
unteers in the conservation in landscapes in these regions and that at least some 
residents are still interested in volunteer work — even if they are not volunteer- 
ing at the moment. 

Further research could repeat such an analysis with a bigger sample so that 
significances on the second level could be scrutinized. Beyond this, the results 
of this analysis suggest further research regarding the interaction of individual 
characteristics and the motives for an investment for the region in form of vol- 
unteering or financial contribution is warranted. One research along these lines 
was already done from Carstensen (1995). Another interesting approach could 
be to see how the economic development of the region could influence the will- 
ingness to invest something in the regional landscapes. 


Additional Analysis I: Monetization of Volunteering 


The monetary value of a good can be determined by using replacement costs, 
opportunity costs, and social benefit approaches (Sajardo & Serra, 2011; Sala- 
mon et al., 2011). Replacement costs assume the same costs as a paid worker 
doing the same work as a volunteer while opportunity costs quantify the in- 
come for the unpaid work with working extra hours of a paid job (Alvarez- 
Farizo et al., 2001; Sajardo & Serra, 2011; Salamon et al., 2011). The focus of 
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the social approach is on the economic outcome of the work (Salamon et al., 
2011). Some of the common methods of the monetary valuation are Average 
Wage, Comparable Worth, Independent Sector, Living Wage and Minimum 
Wage (Anderson & Zimmerer, 2003; Sajardo & Serra, 2011). Average Wage 
means to use the average of the national or regional income of a person from 
census data. Comparable Worth supposes equality between a paid worker and a 
volunteer and treats them as a perfect substitute. Independent Sector calculates 
the value out of the average hour earnings of people working in production and 
on non-supervisory level in the private sector. Living Wage uses the federal 
poverty line to calculate a monetary value of the volunteer work. Minimum 
Wage uses the federal minimum hourly wage as basis of the monetary value 
(Anderson & Zimmerer, 2003). There might always be the question which 
technique might be the best one for transferring time into a monetary value 
(Gibson et al., 2015; Rai & Scarborough, 2013,). Schiappacasse et al. (2013) 
used the approach of opportunity costs to value the asked monthly hours of 
volunteer work while Stone et al. (2008) and Hung et al. (2007) used the aver- 
age wage rates of the local labor market to determine a monetary value. Gibson 
et al. (2015) tested the differences between the wage rates on the local labor 
market and the internal opportunity costs in a rural area in Cambodia and con- 
cluded that the local wage rates are similar to the internal opportunity costs. Rai 
and Scarborough (2013) concluded that rural farmers value their working hours 
differently from the wage rate. 

There is some trouble with the construct for giving volunteer work an eco- 
nomically adequate monetary value (Dalenberg et al., 2004) — especially when 
adding the costs of labor, the costs of the selection process or for social security 
to the valuation of volunteer work (Sajardo & Serra, 2011). The context in 
which the individual spent that time and its position on the labor market should 
always be considered, because that could change the value of time of the indi- 
vidual (Alvarez-Farizo et al,. 2001; Becker, 1965; Dalenberg et al., 2004). Ad- 
ditionally, other difficulties with using a monetary payment could occur, for 
instance, given that cash has a sensitive nature in the culture of the country 
(Hossack & An, 2014). 

Finally, there might be a huge difference between the calculated value and 
the real value of the work for the society, because of different techniques to 
estimate the monetary value (Anderson & Zimmerer, 2003). But not only the 
techniques of estimating the monetary value of volunteering could be difficult, 
also the subjective monetary value of working time for each individual could be 
varying (Hossack & An, 2014) or time as a whole would be valued differently 
for each individual (Rai & Scarborough, 2013). 
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But still no method for calculating a monetary value for volunteer work is 
dominant and therefore it should be recognized that each method provides dif- 
ferent financial results and has their own strength and weaknesses (Anderson & 
Zimmerer, 2003; Dalenberg et al., 2004). 

The discussion about a monetary value of volunteering shows that it might 
be reasonable to analyze the valuation of a public good by integrating volunteer 
work into the existing construct of the CVM, especially because hypothetical 
hours of each individual for volunteer work were used. 

Even if the problems about monetizing volunteer work are known, a mone- 
tization of the hours with the minimum wage in Germany that is at the moment 
8.84 euros is implemented. These values are just created to show the potential 
of volunteering per month®. It can be seen that for instance almost 12 % of the 
whole sample marked that she or he is willing to volunteer for on average 1.5 
hours a month (Tab. 8-8). This would be an additional value of 689.52 euros for 
the analyzed regions as a whole but only for the respondents of the survey and 
not as a representative value for the region™. If all respondents that marked that 
they would be willing to volunteer would really working voluntarily, the 
monthly gain for LNWM would be 6,755.76 euros; for LPLD the gain would 
be even higher with 19,890.00 euros and for STB it would be 9,763.78 euros, 
respectively ©. The monthly potential apiece is about 64.94 euros for LNWM, 
61.58 for LPLD, and 67.80 euros for the region STB. To express the monetary 
amount in terms of working hours, the average for the regions are for LNWM 
7.3 hours a month, almost 7 hours per month for LPLD and for the region STB 
7.7 hours monthly. 


Tab. 8-8: Monetization of the volunteer work for or in the region (in euros) 








Hypothethical monthly 





hours for volunteering in or All LNWM moneta- LPLD STB 
for the region monetary ry monetary monetary 
On average 1.5 hours 689,52 172,38 503,88 212,16 
On average 4 hours 5.268,64 1.272,96 3.783,52 1.768,00 
On average 8 hours 9.971,52 2.475,20 6.435,52 3.323,84 
On average 15.5 hours 7.673,12 1.507,22 4.658,68 2.603,38 
On average 30 hours 6.364,80 1.326,00 4.508,40 1.856,40 








Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 





53. It was only possible to calculate the potential by using the respondents and therefore, the poten- 
tial might be even higher than the results displayed here. 

54 Because it cannot determine a value for the examined regions as a whole it is not possible 
transferring this amount on the whole region but stay on the level of the survey. 

55 These values are dependent on the respond rates in each region. 
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Additional Analysis 2: Comparison of Sample and the German Volunteers 


To have a look in the distribution of volunteers in the sample and in Germany, 
this part describes similarities and differences between the sample and the 
German Civic Engagement Report (CER) of the year 2014. 

The overall involvement in the sample is almost the same for the German 
population (Tab. 8-9). The difference is only 1 %. Regarding the involvement 
by gender, the sample shows differences between men and women, even if the 
tendency that more men are volunteering is the same. Regarding the distribu- 
tion in the same, about 50 % of all participated men are volunteering at the 
moment, while for the women this amount is only about one third. In the CER, 
the amount just differs by about 4 % between the genders. 

Regarding the age, it was only possible to compare the people that are older 
than 65 years, because the other age classes do not match. It can be seen that 
the rate of the group of the people over 65 years is relatively high, especially to 
Germany (47 % to 34 %). This implies an overrepresentation of this age class. 

The educational level shows the same tendency than the CER: People with 
lower education are less involved than people with a higher education. But, the 
rates for the lowest level of education and the highest are different and could be 
indicative of an underrepresentation of these groups regarding involvement. 
The rate of the involved people with a lower education is higher for the sample 
than in the CER and implies an overrepresentation. The reverse can be ob- 
served for the people with higher education, which indicates an underrepresen- 
tation in this case. In the case of the middle education, the rates of the sample 
and the CER are almost the same. 

The areas of volunteering also show some underrepresentation. While in the 
sample more people are involved in the society, the conservation of the envi- 
ronment/ animal protection, politics, religion or fire service, these rates are 
lower in the CER. Some of the rates are almost doubled in the sample. Regard- 
ing education/ kindergarten/ school, sports/ exercise and art/ culture/ museums, 
the rates show underrepresented values when compared to the CER. 

It is noticeable that most of the sample is involved in volunteering activities 
up to 8 hours a month. The rate in the CER is also high, but still lower than the 
rate that the sample shows. Compared to the other two rates of working more 
than 11 hours a month, the rate for up to 8 hours is even higher. While the sam- 
ple shows an involvement of 16 % to work more than 11 but less than 20 hours, 
it shows only lesser rate (12 %) for the monthly volunteer work of more than 20 
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hours. The CER found that in Germany the rate for working between 11 and 20 
hours voluntary is about 24 %, and the rate for more than 20 hours monthly is 
about 18 %. These results imply that people with an involvement of up to 8 
hours are overrepresented in the sample while the other two involvements show 
an underrepresentation. 


Tab. 8-9: Comparison between the sample and the German Civic Engagement Report 2014 








Current volunteer Civic Engagement 























work (Sample) Report 2014 
Overall 42,6% 43,6% 
Gender 
Men 51,7% 45,7% 
Women 34,2% 41,5% 
Age 
65 and older 47,1% 34,0% 
Education 
Lower education* 35,2% 28,3% 
Middle education* 41,8% 41,1% 
High education* 45,5% 52,3% 
Areas of volunteering 
Society 33,6% 15,1% 
Conservation of the environment/ animal protection 20,9% 8,6% 
Education/ kindergarten/ school 16,5% 22,5% 
Sports/ exercises 29,2% 43,7% 
Art/ culture/ museums 12,7% 19,2% 
Politics 12,7% 6,6% 
Religion/ church 16,8% 12,3% 
Fire or ambulance service 22,2% 5,1% 
Hours for volunteer work 
Up to 8 hours* 72,1% 58,1% 
11 to 20 hours* 16,2% 23,8% 
More than 20 hours* 11,7% 18,1% 
Life satisfaction 
Dissatisfied* 41% 26,5% 
Indecision* 12,9% 33,5% 
Satisfied* 82,9% 46,3% 








Note: * Regarding the results of the CER the sample is defined as follows: Lower education= 
no school graduation and main school, Middle education= middle school, Higher education= high 
school or college degree. * The CER uses hours per week while the sample uses monthly amount of 
hours. The transformation complies to: Up to 8 hours= all categories including the 10 hours, 11 to 
20 hours= the category is the same, more than 20 hours= remains the same. + For the sample, the 
categories of life satisfaction are defined as: Dissatisfied= 0 to 3, Indecision= 4 to 6, Satisfied= 7 to 
10. 

Source: Resident Survey, Simonson et al. (2016). 


The tendency of people who are satisfied with their life working more 
in volunteer activities can be confirmed, but again, the rates are differing from 
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these of the CER. People volunteering and dissatisfied with their lives and 
people who are undecided concerning their life satisfaction are underrepresent- 
ed. The CER have results of 27 % for the people dissatisfied and 34 % for the 
undecided ones, while the sample only displays rate of 4 % for the dissatisfied 
and 13 % for the undecided people. Regarding the satisfaction, the rate of the 
sample is about 83 %, which is almost as double as the CER found (46 %). 
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9 Regions and Their Residents: How Do Individuals Assess 
Different Aspects of the Region? 


In this part of the doctoral thesis, a cluster analysis is done to identify different 
clusters and their preferences regarding WTP, WTV, life satisfaction and the 
use of the region. 


9.1 The Importance of Regional Features Assessment 


Rural regions are suffering because of the demographic change. They lose their 
residents because the cities seem to be more attractive for them than rural areas 
(von Reichert et al., 2014). But the residents who are still living in the region 
might see strengths of the region and these might not be obvious aspects of it. 
But it might also be the case that the assessment of the region differs by the 
residents because of individual characteristics or past experiences. Some au- 
thors already examined such individual characteristics that are responsible for 
the support of the region and its landscapes (e.g., Brereton, Clinch & Ferreira, 
2008; Gibson et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2015; Lankia et al., 2014). The authors 
did not go a step further nor include other aspects of the region, but only fo- 
cused on the perception of specific elements out of the landscape support or life 
satisfaction. In the end, none of the examination did a cluster analyses to de- 
termine types of individuals and then analyzed these clusters regarding the fea- 
tures of the region regarding landscape support, life satisfaction and the use of 
the region. 

Therefore, the aim of this research is to answer two research questions: 
First, which clusters of residents can be distinguished in the research region, 
and second, what are the differences between the clusters with regard to land- 
scape support (financially or volunteering), life satisfaction and the use of the 
region? These research questions are answered using a cluster analysis and fur- 
ther with a descriptive evaluation of the variables of interest. 

The added value is that these analyses might have the opportunity for the 
regional management to build target groups to strengthen the landscape support 
and the attractiveness of the region itself. It might be the case that the analyses 
show aspects that are not considered before. The results could also be used for 
the identification of a target groups to get a more effective marketing strategy. 
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If the target group is addressed first, it might be possible to save some money 
that could then be used for other projects in or for the region. 

This introduction is followed with the theoretical background that consists 
of some theoretical backgrounds of life satisfaction and the use of the region. 
The next section is about the description of the manifestation of the variables 
for the cluster. The following part describes the results of the cluster analysis. 
Section four describes the variables for the analyses of the clusters and states 
some hypotheses regarding the variables of interest. The results of these varia- 
bles are shown in the following part. Subsequently, a discussion about the re- 
sults is done. In the end, the paper summarizes the results in the conclusion. 


9.2 Theoretical Constructs and Measurements 


This part describes some theoretical constructs and measurements of the varia- 
bles under examination. The approach of the WTP is described in Chapter 4, 
while the concept and the measurement of the WTV are presented in Chapter 
8.2.2. A short description of the life satisfaction is given, before the chapter 
ends with theoretical constructs of the use of the region. 


9.2.1 Life Satisfaction 


The highest goal of an individual is to be happy in life (Enste & Ewers, 2014; 
Frey, 2008; Frey & Stutzer, 2002; Harding, 1985) and therefore research devel- 
oped an index to measure the happiness of people. Life satisfaction or happi- 
ness is usually used as an alternative prosperity indicator instead of using the 
gross domestic product. This indicator leads to the fact that the individual needs 
to value his or her life regarding his or her own life conditions. The economic 
output of a society cannot accomplish these soft aspects (Enste & Ewers, 2014; 
Kahnemann & Krueger, 2006; Veenhoven, 2004; Veenhoven, 2011). Even if in 
countries with higher incomes the residents might be happier, Easterlin (1995), 
for instance, describes that an increase of income for all people does not in- 
crease the life satisfaction of all people. This is because of individual norms 
that might be important for the value of life satisfaction. Even if this approach 
is a psychological one, economists try to examine the economic determinants of 
this approach and use them for political decisions or to predict the impacts of 
institutional changes (Frey, 2008; Frey & Stutzer, 2002; Welsch, 2009). 

There are again two approaches for measuring life satisfaction: the objective 
and the subjective approach. While the objective approach asks about the 
measurable fact as for instance income, while the subjective one gather the 
softer facts like perceptions (Veenhoven, 2004). But, the subjective approach 
has also some measurable indicators in it. Furthermore, the literature suggests 
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two perspectives of life satisfaction: the hedonic and the eudaimonic one (Ryan 
& Deci, 2001). While the hedonic perspective looks deeper in the expectations 
of the individual, the eudaimonic one is about the degree of self-fulfillment and 
is therefore more orientated towards the long run. The hedonic perspective al- 
lows a comparison between different conditions, while the eudaimonic one is 
more orientated concerning the external influences (Frey, 2008; Kahnemann, 
Diener & Scharz, 1999; Veenhoven, 1996; Veenhoven, 2011; Waterman, 
1993). Nettle (2005) distinguishes further three kinds of measurement: the au- 
thor called the monetary emotions about joy and pleasure “happiness”, the 
overall conditions “life satisfaction” and the self-fulfillment “the good life”. 
The following analyses use the term life satisfaction, happiness and well-being 
synonymously for the overall conditions. 


9.2.2 Use of the Region 


There are two theories to predict behavior: Theory of reasoned actions (Ajzen 
& Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and theory of planned behavior 
(Ajzen, 1985). Both theories predict volitional behavior of individuals and its 
determinants, but the theory of reasoned action is based on the theory of 
planned behavior (Madden, Scholder Ellen & Ajzen, 1992). While the theory of 
reasoned behavior is based on the person’s intention as a function of the indi- 
vidual attitudes and norms (Ajzen, 1985; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1975; Madden et al., 1992), the theory of planned behavior includes un- 
foreseeable instances, so that only the intention to do something could be pre- 
dicted but not the performance of the act itself (Ajzen, 1985; Madden et al., 
1992). These theories are used in different areas of psychology research. For 
instance, Sniehotta, Presseau and Aratjo-Soares (2014) wrote about its applica- 
tion in health psychology, Hausenblas, Carron and Mack (1997) used the theo- 
ries for sportive activities and Southey (2011) applied it in the context of busi- 
ness. Because of this variety it could therefore also be applied for explain dif- 
ferences in the use of the region. 

A more economic orientated theory is the allocation of time by Becker 
(1965). The author argues that each individual has time left when he or she 
comes home from work so that he or she could spend for the consumptions of 
goods. The theory is based on the assumption that an increase in earnings 
would lead to more time spend in leisure activities (Becker, 1965; Gronau, 
1977). Gronau (1977) extended the theory with the fact that it could be some 
work at home like child-care, which reduces the leisure time of an individual. 
These theories are hard to apply on the use of the region in this examination, 
because it only gives a hint how much time an individual would have to spend 
in the region rather than how often it would use it. 


182 Regions and Their Residents 





9.3 Sample of the Cluster Analysis 


This chapter is about the data used to answer the research questions. The first 
section presents the used variables for the cluster analyses and its methodology 
is described. 


9.3.1 Description of the Variables 


The socioeconomic variables gender, age and education are common in all of 
the examinations of the variables of interest later on (Agahi & Parker, 2005; 
Howley et al., 2012; Measham & Barnett, 2008; Morrison & Dowell, 2013; 
Palmore & Luikart, 1972; Sorensen, 2014; Wilson, 2000). Because of this al- 
most being standard, the cluster analysis also uses these variables (Tab. 9-1). 

The sample consists of more men than women (Tab. 9-2). The biggest 
group of respondents is 45 to 55 years old, followed by the group from 55 to 64 
years of age, while the group of younger respondents is only about 6 % of the 
sample (Tab. 9-2). This shows again that the older ages are overrepresented. 
The education variable was transformed into a binary one that shows if a re- 
spondent passed the high school or a higher education institution (Tab. 9-1). 
Almost half of the sample has a higher education level (Tab. 9-2). 
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Tab. 9-1: Overview about the questions and variables used 
Question in the survey Possible answers Transformation of Name of 
the variable the vari- 
able in 
the data 
set 
What is your gender? female with 0 = male and 1 gender 
male = female 
How old you are? 0-17 years manifestations of the age 
18 - 24 years categorizes are 
25 - 34 years displayed by the 
35 - 44 years mean of each class 
45 - 54 years 
55 - 64 years 
65 - 74 years 
older than 75 years 
How many children do you have? open answers amount of children _ children 
What is your highest school graduation? No school graduation transformed into a higher 
Main school variable that shows — educati- 
Middle school if a respondents on 
High school have higher educati- 
College on with 1 = yes 
(High school, Col- 
lege) and 0 = no (no 
school graduation, 
main school, middle 
school) 
To what extent do you work? Fulltime transformed intoaa employe 
part time binary variable that d 
protection of working shows if a respon- 
mothers dent is working at 
job-seeking the moment with 0 = 
pension not working and 1 = 
because of other working 
reasons not working 
What is your your net income for all mem- lower than 1,000 euros manifestations of the income 
bers of your household (monthly)? 1,001-1,500 euros categorizes are 
1,501-2,000 euros displayed by the 
2,001-2,500 euros mean of each class 
2,501-3,000 euros 
3,001-4,000 euros 
4,001-5,000 euros 
more than 5,000 euros 
Since when do you live in your region? Since birth transformed into local 
Since birth with inter- binary variables with _returnee 
ruptions 1 = yes and 0 = no newco- 
| moved to the region mer 
Please evaluate the following statements All statements could transformed into a bond to 
concerning your bond to nature: be rated from -- = binary variable with nature 


(1) I try to be as often as possible to be in 
the nature. 

(2) Nature has only a minor part in my 
live. 

(3) | feel a strong bond to the nature and 
the landscapes of my region. 

(4) | think human beings are benefit from 
an in working order nature. 


radical refusal over 0 = 
irresolute to ++ = unre- 
served approval 


1= yes (everyone 
who marked state- 
ments 1, 3 to 6 with 
++ or + and state- 
ment 2 with - or --) 
and 0 = no (otherwi- 
se) 
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Question in the survey Transformation of Name of 
the variable the vari- 
able in 

the data 


set 


Possible answers 





(5) I think it is an obligation to preserve 
and protect the nature. 

(6) | feel like | am part of the nature. 
Please evaluate the following statements 
concerning your bond to your region: 

(1) | feel really like home in my region. 


transformed into a bond to 
binary variable with region 


All statements could 
be rated from -- = 


(2) With my region, i have a lot of personal 


memories. 


(3) My personal future is strongly linked to 


the region. 


radical refusal overO= 1 = yes (everyone 


irresolute to ++ = unre- 
served approval 


who marked every 
statements with ++ 
or +) and 0 = no 
(otherwise) 


In what kind of environment is your house in a city transformed into a rural 
located? in the city limits binary variable with — environ- 
in a village 1 = living in a village ment 
outside of a city ora or outside a city or 
village village and 0 = living 


in a city or in the city 
limits 








Source: Resident survey. 
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Tab. 9-2: Overview about the manifestations of the variables (in percent) 






































Variables and its All LNWM LPLD STB 
manifestations 

Gender 

male 52,5 51,8 525 44,6 
Age 

18-24 6,4 5,3 6,7 6,7 
25-34 12,6 16,4 12,7 10,3 
35-44 13,9 15,2 13,6 13,5 
45-54 25,6 24,0 24,7 27,6 
55-64 22,5 22,8 22,2 22,8 
65-74 12,1 11,7 12,5 11,9 
75 and older 7,0 47 7,6 74 
Children 

No children 27,2 31,6 25.4 27,5 
Child 22,0 23,8 23,9 18,2 
2 children 32,1 32,1 35,5 28,8 
3 children 12,4 7,1 9,7 19,2 
4 children 45 4,2 48 4,3 
more than 4 children 1,8 1,2 1,9 2,0 
Employed 

Employed 67,9 71,9 65,8 68,6 
Higher education 

Higher education 48,3 55,0 46,9 46,5 
Income household 

Lower than 1,000 Euro 8,9 6,9 11,4 6,6 
1,001-1,500 Euro 12,7 12,5 14,9 9,7 
1,501-2,000 Euro 11,0 12,5 10,9 10,3 
2,001-2,500 Euro 13,4 10,0 14,9 13,1 
2,501-3,000 Euro 16,4 13,8 15,6 19,0 
3,001-4,000 Euro 18,5 23,1 16,1 19,3 
4,001-5,000 Euro 10,1 11,3 8,2 12,1 
more than 5,000 Euro 9,0 10,0 7,9 10,0 
Duration Region 

Returnee 15,7 14,6 18,5 15,7 
Newcomer 51,4 62,6 44,1 51,4 
Bond to Nature 

Bond to Nature 52,8 56,1 54,5 48,7 
Bond to Region 

Bond to Region 57,2 58,8 62,4 51,9 
Rural Environment 

Rural Environment 53,9 25,7 63,5 56,1 








Source: Resident survey. 


Additionally to these socioeconomic variables, there was a variable inte- 
grated that shows if the respondent has children. It might be possible that chil- 
dren change the view of the world and therefore the perception of the region 
and its landscapes. The variable children was used continuously throughout the 
cluster analyses (Tab. 9-1). Most of the respondents have either two children or 
no children (Tab. 9-2). Only a few respondents have more than three children. 

There is a variable included that shows if a respondent is still working (Tab. 
9-1). It might be that people who are still working might have a different view 
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of the region because they might not able to use it on a regular basis because of 
limited time (see Becker, 1965). This binary variable was created out of some 
answers given by the respondents. Only respondents who marked that they are 
working at the moment are labeled as employed, even if the law denotes pro- 
tected mothers or people in parental leave are still employed. In fact, they are 
not working at that time. Again, the overrepresentation of older people could be 
seen in this variable (Tab. 9-2). Almost 68 % of the sample is working at the 
moment. 

The income of the household is a central factor in especially WTP examina- 
tions, because people with a low amount of money are less willing to pay some- 
thing for the landscapes (Howley et al., 2012; Kammerer et al., 1996; Maran- 
gon & Visintin, 2007). Most of the respondents have 2,500 income and more, 
but almost 45 % of the sample has lower income of the household (Tab. 9-2). 

Because the view of the region might differ between people who have left 
the region for duration of time or moved into the region, variables for newcom- 
ers and returnees were included in the analyses. These variables are binary ones 
and could be interpreted later on in comparison to the locals (Tab. 9-1). Most of 
the sample consists of newcomers (more than 50 %) (Tab. 9-2). Returnees con- 
stitute the smallest group of the sample with almost 15 %. 

The relationship to nature might also influence the perception of the region 
and therefore a variable called bond to nature was developed (Tab. 9-1). The 
statements used in the survey were based on a study about the awareness of 
nature in Germany (BMUB, 2014). It might be easier to have only one variable 
indicating if there is a bond or not, a transformation of the statements into one 
variable was made. Almost half of the sample stated with their answers that 
they have a bond to nature (Tab. 9-2). 

Bond to region was similar created as bond of nature (Tab. 9-1). It might be 
important because the identity of an individual could influence the value of a 
regional landscape (Morrison & Dowell 2013). The statements itself were de- 
veloped referring to Lalli (1992), Weichhart et al. (2006) and Soini et al. 
(2012). Almost 60 % of the sample has a bond to region (Tab. 9-2). 

The view of the regional landscapes might be influenced by the place a per- 
son lives in. Therefore, a binary variable was creates for the fact if the respond- 
ent is living in a city or in the countryside (Tab. 9-1). More than half of the 
sample is living in rural areas (Tab. 9-2). 


9.3.2 Methodology 


Before starting the cluster analysis, the correlations between the used variables 
were checked. The cluster analysis is used to determine different clusters of 
individual characteristics in the whole sample. This could offer the possibility 
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to find different types of people living in the regions and might to some extent 
explain differences in the willingness to invest in the region. 


9.4 Results 


The results of the correlation coefficients suggest that all variables could be 
used for the cluster analysis (Tab. 9-3). The highest coefficient could be found 
between the variables employed and age. Most of the higher correlations just 
show common relationships like having children and being older. 

The displayed dendrogram for the cluster analysis shows that three clusters 
might be methodologically the best solution (Fig. 9-1). The Gower Dissimilari- 
ty Measure was used because it allows mixing dummy variables like gender 
and effectively metric variables like the age in this case. The three-cluster solu- 
tion displays one cluster with most of the men; the others are showing more 
women. One of the female and the male cluster has almost the same age on av- 
erage and therefore is employed with the same extent. But this does not seem to 
be adequate to identify differences between groups, because the groups are too 
similar to each other. A differentiated analysis is not possible if the clusters are 
as similar as the three-cluster solution suggests. 
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Correlation coefficients 


Tab. 9-3: 
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Note. * Coefficients that are significant on the level of 0.01. 


Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Fig. 9-1: | Dendrogram of the cluster analysis for 10 groups 








Dendrogram for _clus_1 cluster analysis 
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Source: Calculations by STATA. Illustration by STATA. 


The solution of five clusters also show similar characteristics (the gender is 
almost similar distributed than the solution before, the same can be said for the 
employed) within the clusters and does not make it possible to distinguish be- 
tween special types of the survey. As argued above, the clusters are too similar 
to analyze individual characteristics of the sample and identify types for protec- 
tion of the region. The best result is done by the seven-cluster solution, because 
in this solution the mixed groups are separated from each other. In this case, 
there are enough characteristics of the individual to differentiate them in groups 
and analyze its differences. The creation of more clusters is further not suitable, 
because the characteristics are the same between the clusters as in the solution 
with seven clusters and could therefore not show more information than the 
solution of seven clusters. Further, the amounts of observations decrease with 
more clusters. 

The first cluster contains men in their middle age and with a mid-level edu- 
cation, but with relatively high income because they are still working (Tab. 
9-4). These people have on average one child and live in more rural areas. Most 
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of these are newcomer into the region and have neither a bond to nature nor to 
the region. This cluster is named middle-aged men without any bond. 


Tab. 9-4: Results of the cluster analysis 














Cluster 1 z 3 4 5 6 fs 
Gender 0,2206 0,9327 0,4699 0,5190 0,4660 0,5497 0,4638 
Age 45,0110 38,7164 44,0512 47,6582 50,1214 63,9570 63,6594 
Higher edu- 
cation 0,4779 0,9327 0,0904 1,0000 0,5631 0,3510 0,3333 
Employed 1,0000 0,9615 0,9759 1,0000 0,8641 0,0132 0,0000 
Income 
household 5,0294 4,9038 4,5361 5,6582 5,1068 3,9205 3,4058 
Children 1,4044 1,0865 1,3373 1,6203 1,6214 1,7815 1,8696 
Rural en- 
vironment 0,5294 0,4808 0,6747 0,4684 0,5146 0,4901 0,5942 
Returnee 0,0000 0,1442 0,0060 0,0000 0,9806 0,0000 0,1594 
Newcomer 0,8382 0,6250 0,2229 0,6835 0,0000 0,9536 0,0000 
Bond to 
nature 0,2059 0,4135 0,5000 0,8481 0,6699 0,6026 0,7536 
Bond to 
region 0,1029 0,1346 0,9096 1,0000 0,7476 0,4437 0,9710 
low- 
middle- highly educated bonded retired 
aged men_ educated people highly returnees retired locals 
without young bonded to educated bonded to newco- bonded to 
Name any bond women the region people the region mers the region 








Note. The grey fields are displaying the unique characteristics of each cluster. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


16.8 % of the whole sample is part of the first cluster (Tab. 9-5). Regarding 
the distribution into the examined regions, the clusters have different shares. 
While the share is almost the same than for the whole sample for the region 
LNWM, it is lower for LPLD and higher for STB. 

The second cluster consists of young to middle-aged women with a high 
level of education, still working, but with less income than the cluster before 
(Tab. 9-4). On average, these women do have a child, living in more urban are- 
as and includes newcomers, returnees and locals. Their bond to nature is a bit 
higher than the bond to region. The name of this cluster is highly educated 
young women. The cluster incorporates 12.9 % of the whole sample (Tab. 9-5). 
It is especially well marked for LNWM, while it is less marked for LPLD. The 
manifestation of the cluster for STB is close to the whole sample. 
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Tab. 9-5: Distribution of each cluster in each examined region (in percent) 











Cluster Sample LNWM LPLD STB 
1 16,83 16,77 14,74 19,78 
2 12,87 19,35 9,21 14,29 
3 20,54 12,26 24,21 20,15 
4 9,78 13,55 8,68 9,16 
5 12,75 14,19 13,95 10,26 
6 18,69 18,06 19,47 17,95 
7 8,54 5,81 9,74 8,42 








Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


The third cluster is almost equal distributed between women and men in 
their middle ages with a low level of education and the lowest income in com- 
parison to all clusters that show that the people are still working (Tab. 9-4). 
These people are living in more rural areas and could be defined as locals with 
a high bond to region and a low bond to nature. In the following, this cluster is 
denoted as low-educated people bonded to the region. It is the biggest cluster 
with almost one fifth of the overall sample (Tab. 9-5). It is less marked in the 
region of LNWM and well marked for LPLD. Again, the region STB is similar 
to the whole sample. 

The next cluster is equally divided between men and women who have a 
high level of education and are still working (Tab. 9-4). These people have the 
highest income compared to all other clusters. On average, they have one to 
two children and live in more urban areas. The rate of the newcomers is slightly 
high, but this could indicate that the people in this cluster incorporate newcom- 
ers as well as locals with a high bond to nature and the region. It is called bond- 
ed highly educated people. 9.8 % of the sample is pooled in this cluster (Tab. 
9-5). While the cluster is similar marked than the whole sample for LPLD and 
STB, for the region LNWM this cluster is more present. 

The fifth cluster incorporates the returnees of both genders (Tab. 9-4). 
These are the oldest group compared to all other clusters with people who are 
still working. The education is between the high and the low level and the in- 
come is also in the middle when compared with the other clusters. As the clus- 
ter before, people have one to two children and live as well in urban and in ru- 
ral areas. Their bond to region is higher than the bond of nature but only slight- 
ly. The name of it is returnees bonded to the region. One-eighth of the sample 
is part of this cluster (Tab. 9-5). The fifth cluster is less marked in region STB 
while it is similar marked in LNWM and LPLD. 

The newcomer cluster contains slightly more women than men not working 
anymore and with a relatively low level of education and income (Tab. 9-4). On 
average, they have two children and live in rural as well as urban areas. Their 
bond to nature is present, but its level is moderate while the bond to region is 
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lower. This cluster is named retired newcomers. Almost 19 % of the sample is 
incorporated in the sixth cluster (Tab. 9-5). This cluster is almost distributed 
equally over all regions. 

The last cluster incorporates women and men who are not working any- 
more, have a relatively low education and the lowest income in comparison to 
the other clusters (Tab. 9-4). These people have the highest amount of children 
on average and could be classified as locals. They have the highest rate of bond 
to region over all clusters and a high rate of bond to nature. This cluster is de- 
noted as retired locals bonded to the region. The last cluster pooled only 8.5 % 
of the sample (Tab. 9-5). It is less marked in region LNWM. The other two re- 
gions have similar manifestations than the whole sample. 

After the clustering process, there was done a Chi test with a level of signif- 
icance of 0.01. The result of this test indicates that the sample for LPLD and 
STB and the sample of LPLD and STB could be out of the same population 
(Tab. 9-6). But the samples for LNWM and LPLD are not similar and might 
therefore be out of different populations. 


Tab. 9-6: Results of the Chi test of the samples 























LNWM: LPLD LNWM: STB LPLD:STB 

Cluster in general 0,001 0,134 0,470 
Cluster WTP 0,000 0,000 0,000 
Cluster WTP Water 0,000 0,000 0,020 
Cluster WTP City 0,000 0,000 0,000 
Cluster WTP Village 0,000 0,000 0,003 
Cluster WTV 0,000 0,000 0,000 
Cluster Satisfaction low (.) (.) (.) 

Cluster Satisfaction middle 0,000 0,000 0,000 
Cluster Satisfaction high 0,023 0,000 0,181 
Cluster Use relaxing 0,626 0,260 0,158 
Cluster Use sports 0,021 0,079 0,000 
Cluster Use education 0,000 0,000 0,000 
Cluster Use culture 0,000 (.) 0,000 








Note. LNWM: LPLD = Comparison of the samples of LNWM and LPLD, LNWM :STB = 
Comparison of the samples of LNWM and STB, LPLD: STB = Comparison of the samples of 
LPLD and STB, (.) indicates omitted values because of a division of zero, level of significance 
0.01. 

Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


9.5 Analyses of the Clusters 


This part considers the variables that are analyzed in more detail within the de- 
termined clusters. The first section describes the variables of interest, followed 
by some results of the literature and the hypotheses under examination. 
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9.5.1 Variables of the Analyses of the Clusters 


The question of the WTP was split into typical landscapes in the region. Be- 
cause of the comparison between the regions, it could only be used landscapes 
that are common in each region. These are water, city and village landscape. 
The photographs of the landscapes covered with water show waterfronts or 
banks at one place in each region. Around the water there are some trees and 
grasslands and every photo offer an unrestricted view into the region. The pic- 
tures of the cities contain mostly old houses. Two of the pictures showed spe- 
cial buildings like a church or a city hall in the background while the last one 
highlights a terrace. The last landscape type under research displays a typical 
village in each region. The pictures show some houses with trees and grass- 
lands around or a pathway. The sky in each pictures is blue or with some white 
clouds. 

Because the interest is about the clusters regarding their characteristics and 
what they are willing to pay for a regional landscape, a transformed variable 
shows if an individual is willing to pay for one of the landscapes in general and 
than if the individual is willing to pay for a special landscape type (Tab. 9-7). 

The creation of the variable for volunteer work is more complicated, be- 
cause volunteering was not prompted in the context of the landscape (Tab. 
9-7)*’. The question of the hypothetical volunteering was chosen, only using the 
categories that have a direct impact on the regional landscapes. This was 
matched with the hypothetical hours the individual stated in the questionnaire 
and with the respondents who are already working on a voluntary basis. These 
categories were then transformed into one variable that shows if an individual 
is willing to volunteer in or for the landscape. 

The questionnaire asked the respondents to mark how satisfied they are with 
their life at the moment (Tab. 9-7). The analyses of each of the manifestations 
might not be an added value to the analyses, and therefore the variable of satis- 
faction was transformed into three levels of satisfaction, namely dissatisfaction, 
undecided and satisfaction. The first category express that the individual is not 
satisfied with the life as a whole and the last part indicate that the individual is 
very happy with his or her life. The second category is in between these emo- 
tions. This kind of transformation was also used from Simonson et al. (2016). 





56 A detailed description of the WTP question is done in Chapter 5.1. 
57 The questions regarding the WTV are presented in detail in Chapter 5.3. 
58 The description of the answers of the respondents can be found in Chapter 5.4. 
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Tab. 9-7: Overview of the questions used for the analysis of the cluster 








Question in the sur- 
vey 


Possible answers 


Transformation of 
the 
variable 


Name of the 
use variables/ 
categories for 
the analyses 





What amount of 
money are you per- 
sonally willing to pay 
monthly and additio- 
nally to the already 
paid taxes for preser- 
vation, protection and 
design of the lands- 
capes that are shown 
on the following pho- 
tographes?(water, 
city and village lands- 
cape) 

In future, in what area 
could you imagine to 
volunteer most likely 
(for the first time, 
strengthened or addi- 
tional)? 


Please mark how 
satisfied you are with 
your life at the mo- 
ment. 


For what purpose and 
how often do you use 
your region? 


0 euros 
1 - 5 euros 
6 - 10 euros 
11 - 20 euros 
21 - 50 euros 
51 - 100 euros 
more than 100 euros 


place development 
politics 
conservation of the environment 
animal protection 
fire or ambulance service 
sports/ exercises 
education/kindergarden/school 
religion/church 
art/culture/museums 
monument conservation 
local history 
society 
other 


0 to 10 


(almost) daily 
at least once a week 
at least once a month 
less often 
not at all 


transformed into a 
binary variable with 
1 = is willing to give 
some money for 
each landscapes 
and 0 = is not wil- 
ling to give any 
money for the cor- 
responding lands- 
capes 


transformed into a 
binary variable, that 
displayed if the 
person is willing to 
volunteer for the 
region (place deve- 
lopment, conserva- 
tion of the environ- 
ment, animal pro- 
tection, 
art/culture/museum, 
monument conser- 
vation and local 
history) 
transformed into 
three variables, how 
much a person is 
satisfied. Low satis- 
faction with a cross 
for 0 to 3, middle 
satisfaction from 4 
to 6, high satisfac- 
tion higher than 6 
with 1 = in this 
category and 0 = 
otherwise 
transformed into a 
binary variable with 
1 = yes (everyone 
who marked using 
the the region daily 
or at least once a 
week) and 0 = no 
(otherwise) 


financial_water 
financial_city 
financial_village 


place develop- 
ment 
conservation of 
the environ- 
ment 
animal protec- 
tion 
art/ culture/ 
museums 
monument 
conservation 
local history 


|_satisfaction 
m_satisfaction 
h_satisfaction 


w_relaxing 
w_sports 
w_education 
w_culture 








Source: Resident survey. 
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For the use of the region there is used a question for what purpose the re- 
spondents use their region at least weekly (Tab. 9-7)**. To have a deeper look 
into the use, there is a differentiation between relaxing, sports, education or 
cultural purposes. 


9.5.2 Previous Findings and Hypotheses 


The examinations of the WTP suggest that a higher level of education is associ- 
ated with a higher WTP (Howley et al., 2012; Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 2009). Rai 
and Scarborough (2014) did not find any significant coefficient for education, 
but the authors concluded that education might have a positive tendency on the 
WTP. 

For age, the results regarding the WTP are not as clear as for education: for 
instance, Campbell (2007) found a positive impact, while most authors (Asah et 
al., 2014; Carson et al., 2001; Hackl & Pruckner, 1999) confirmed a negative 
impact associated with age. However, Tuan (1990), Schiappacasse et al. (2013) 
and Vasquez (2014) concluded that with an increasing age the WTP decreases, 
because people with a limited time horizon are less willing to contribute in gen- 
eral. 

The living environment might also have an impact on the WTP — even if re- 
sults are not consistent: Kammerer et al. (1999) and Kim et al. (2015) found 
that people live in the city assess their close urban environment higher, while 
Howley et al. (2012) and Purcell (1992) argued that people living in the city 
value the rural landscapes higher than built-up environments. 

Because of these findings, there will be the assumption that older, less- 
educated people living in more rural structures clusters show lower WTP than 
younger, highly educated people with the living environment in more urban 
areas. Regarding the determined clusters, this could be found in Cluster 2 
(highly educated young women) and for cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the 
region). Cluster 2 shows mostly young women with higher education and the 
living environment in the city. Cluster 7 is one of the clusters with the oldest 
members, is less educated and lives in more rural areas. Because of the results 
of the previous research, it is assumed that especially cluster 2 shows a higher 
WTP than cluster 7. 

The literatures about the WTV show some results regarding the age. Espe- 
cially middle-aged individuals are willing to volunteer (e.g., Asah et al., 2014; 
Lankia et al., 2014; Menchik & Weisbrod, 1987; Wilson, 2000). Older people 
are getting lesser involved in volunteer work than younger people (Carstensen, 
1995; Tidwell & Brunson, 2008; Tselios et al., 2015). In Germany, the rate of 





59 Detailed descriptions are made in Chapter 5.5. 
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volunteer work in older ages is increasing, but compared to younger ages its 
rate is lower (Enste et al., 2012; Simonson et al., 2016). 

As in the examinations for WTP, it was also found a positive impact of a 
higher educational level on the voluntary involvement (Ahlheim et al., 2010; 
Menchik & Weisbrod, 1987), but Wilson (2000) argued that this might depend 
on the work that has to be done as a volunteer. Especially in Germany, Simon- 
son et al. (2016) found that higher education influences the WTV positively. 

Regarding the determined clusters there could by an analysis of Cluster 7 
(retired locals bonded to the region) and Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated 
people) regarding these aspects. Cluster 7 includes older ages and the members 
are less educated. For Cluster 4, the members are on average middle-aged and 
show a high level of education. Therefore, Cluster 7 needs to be the cluster with 
the less WTV, while Cluster 4 has a high WTV. 

While Palmore and Luikart (1972) found only a minor influence of the age 
on life satisfaction, Schwandt (2013) concluded that the impact of age on life 
satisfaction is more like a U-shape: in younger years the satisfaction increases 
while in older age, the satisfaction decreases again. In some cases that could be 
explained by the health condition of the individual (Enste & Ewers, 2014; 
Kahnemann & Krueger, 2006; Palmore & Luikart, 1972). 

People living in more rural areas are usually more satisfied with their lives 
than people living in more urban settings (Sorensen, 2014). This could be an 
indirect effect of lesser stress in rural areas (Abraham, Sommerhalder & Abel, 
2010), since some hints suggest that the conditions of the environment have an 
impact on life satisfaction (e.g., Abraham et al., 2010; Brereton et al., 2008; 
Levinson, 2012; Rehdanz & Maddison, 2008; Welsch, 2006, 2007). 

The determined clusters that could be compared in this case are Cluster 6 
(retired newcomers) and Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the region). 
Cluster 6 includes relatively old members who live in more urban areas. The 
individuals of Cluster 3 are middle-aged and living in more rural environments. 
Therefore, the life satisfaction for Cluster 6 is assumed to be lower than the 
satisfaction for Cluster 3. 

Regarding the use of the region, there are some results associated with the 
leisure participation in general or for special activities. Overall, Agahi and Par- 
ker (2005) found in a panel study in Sweden that the participation rates of older 
people decreases. Wilcox, Castro, King, Hausman and Brownson (2000) exam- 
ine different participation rates of American women living in urban or rural 
areas and concluded that for both living environments an increasing age leads 
to lesser participation. In addition to these results, a previous review by Dish- 
man, Sallis and Orenstein (1985) also identified that in older ages people partic- 
ipate less in leisure activities. 
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Agahi and Parker (2005) were able to show that with a higher level of edu- 
cation the participation rate increases as well. In a review of different examina- 
tions, Dishman et al. (1985) identified that all these examinations had one 
common finding: lower education is associated with lower participation rates, 
especially in physical activities. This finding can be confirmed by the examina- 
tion of Wilcox et al. (2000). 

With the cluster determined by this cluster analysis, there can be a compari- 
son of cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) and Cluster 7 (retired locals 
bonded to the region). While the members of Cluster 4 are middle-aged and 
possess a high degree of education, Cluster 7 integrates retirees with a lower 
level of education. The assumption would be that Cluster 4 has a higher use of 
the region than Cluster 7 does. 


9.6 Results of the Analyses of the Clusters 


The results of the deeper analyses of the landscape support in terms of financial 
contribution and volunteering, as well as the life satisfaction and the use of na- 
ture is shown. Each variable has its own part, starting with the financial contri- 
bution. 


9.6.1 Financial Payment for the Regional Landscapes 


Regarding the percentages of WTP for the regional landscapes, it can be seen 
that the cluster that is most willing to invest some money in the regional land- 
scapes in general is Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) (Tab. 9-8). This 
does not differ between the overall sample and the regional samples. Only the 
percentages of how many individuals of the sample are willing to pay differ. 
The most people of the cluster that are willing to give some money are located 
in the region of LNWM (73 %), while the lowest percentage of these high rates 
can be found in LPLD (57 %). Because the cluster is the same in every sample, 
the characteristics of the clusters are also the same. 

The clusters with the lowest percentage for the willingness to give some 
money for the regions differ between the regional samples. While the sample of 
the region of STB is in line with the overall sample, the other two regions show 
different results. In STB the cluster with the lowest percentage of willingness is 
the Cluster 6 (retired newcomers); for LNWM it is the Cluster 7 (retired locals 
bonded to the region) and for LPLD it is the cluster with the returnees with a 
bond to the region (Cluster 5). The differences in percentages do not differ that 
much to each other in the regions (difference 8 %). These three clusters are 
similar in the case of the age (all other clusters are on average younger) and the 
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amount of children (on average they have two children) while all the others 
characteristics are differing between the clusters. 

The picture for the water landscape is different. While Cluster 2 (highly ed- 
ucated young women) are still the cluster with the highest percentage of WTP 
for this landscape type in the region of LNWM and for the overall sample, for 
the other two regions, other clusters are most willing to contribute money for 
the water landscape. For the region of LPLD, Cluster 3 (low- educated people 
bonded to the region) shows the highest percentage of willing to contribute 
while for STB it is Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond). The differ- 
ences between the percentages are a generally little bit higher for the WTP than 
for the protection of the regional landscapes (highest difference is about 20 %). 
These three clusters are similar in the characteristics of the age (these clusters 
are the youngest ones), individuals are still employed, they have on average one 
child and their bond to the nature is either low than high. 

The clusters that are showing to be willing to contribute the lowest percent- 
ages for the protection of the water landscape are similar for the overall sample, 
LNWM and STB. For these samples it is Cluster 6 (retired newcomers) that is 
willing to contribute the lowest percentage. In the region LPLD, Cluster 7 (re- 
tired locals bonded to the region) displays the lowest percentage. Again, the 
percentages of the clusters over all regions are close to each other (5 %). These 
clusters have similar characteristics regarding their employment status (both are 
retired) and therefore income, the number of children on average (two), age, 
and their educational level. 

The percentage of people willing to pay for the city landscape is highest in 
all tested samples in the cluster of the highly educated young women (Cluster 
2). Regarding the percentages, the difference between the regions is similar as 
for the water landscape or the regional landscape in general (highest difference 
16 %). Because the same cluster is willing to give the highest amount in each 
region, these people need to be similar in each of the chosen characteristics. 

The lowest percentage of willingness to make a financial contribution for 
the protection of the city landscape is different in each region and in the overall 
sample. For the overall sample, Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) 
displays the lowest percentage of WTP. For LNWM, this can be seen in Cluster 
1 (middle-aged men without any bond). Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded 
to the region) is the cluster with lowest percentage of people willing to contrib- 
ute money for the city in the region of LPLD and for STB Cluster 5 (returnees 
bonded to the region) shows the least will. The difference between the clusters 
is highest between the overall sample and the region of STB (7 %). The clusters 
have similar characteristics regarding the gender (consists mostly of men), have 
on average a lower educational level and live in more rural areas. 
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Tab. 9-8: Results of the willingness to pay of each cluster for the regional landscape (in percent) 
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The village landscapes show similar percentages of the highest willingness 
to give some money in Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) for the overall 
sample and the regions of LNWM and STB. Only for the region LPL does 
Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the region) displayed a highest per- 
centage. The differences between the samples are about 12 %, while LNWM 
shows the lowest and STB the highest percentage. The clusters are similar in 
the characteristics of the employment status and the average amount of one 
child. 

The lowest percentages of the WTP for the village landscape split between 
Cluster 6 (retired newcomers) for the overall sample and the region of LNWM 
and Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) for the other two regions. 
This time, the difference between the percentages is relatively high compared 
with the difference of the lower percentages of the other landscapes (13 %). 
The characteristics of these clusters are similar in the case of the age, the level 
of education, the employment status, the income and the number of children. 

The hypothesis regarding the WTP assumed that Cluster 2 (highly educated 
young women) has a higher WTP than Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the 
region). It can be found in the results that Cluster 2 shows the highest rates on 
WTP in most of the cases, But Cluster 6 rather than Cluster 7 shows in more 
cases the lowest rate. In some characteristics, this cluster is similar to Cluster 7. 
It also has relatively old people integrated and these people are less educated. 
Regarding the highest WTP, the hypothesis can be proven, but for the lowest 
one, it has to be rejected. 

The Chi test for each of the examined variables shows that only the sample 
of LPLD and STB for the landscape of water could be out of the same popula- 
tion (Tab. 9-6). All other results do not display similarities of the samples. 


9.6.2 Volunteering as Contribution Form for the Region 


Having a look into the WTV in general, the most WTV shows Cluster 4 (bond- 
ed highly educated people) for the overall sample and for the region of LPLD 
(Tab. 9-9). The clusters of the highest percentage of WTV for the other regions 
differ. While in the region of LNWM, the highest percentage can be found for 
Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region), for STB it is Cluster 2 (highly edu- 
cated young women). The difference between the percentages is about almost 
20 %. The characteristics of these clusters are similar to each other regarding 
the educational level (on average it is a higher education) and the individuals in 
these clusters are still employed. 

The lowest percentage of the WTV can be found in Cluster 7 (retired locals 
bonded to the region) for the overall sample as well as for the regions LPLD 
and STB. In the region LNWM, Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) 
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is less willing to volunteer in or for the region in general. The highest differ- 
ence in the percentages is about 5 % between the region LNWM and the overall 
sample. Both clusters consist mostly of men who are less educated and tend to 
live in more rural areas. 

Regarding the areas of volunteering, these analyses only describe the results 
for the overall sample®. For the areas of place development, conservation of the 
environment and art/culture/museums, the cluster with the highest percentage 
of involvement is Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people). The area of ani- 
mal protection is preferred by the cluster of the highly educated young women 
(Cluster 3) while the monument conservation is highly chosen by Cluster 1 
(middle-aged men without any bond). The local history is preferred among the 
cluster of returnees with a bond to the region (Cluster 5). 

The lowest percentages differ between the areas of volunteering. The lowest 
percentage of the involvement of place development is shown from Cluster 7 
(retired locals bonded to the region). In the area of the environment conserva- 
tion, cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) shows the lowest rate while 
the cluster that consists mostly of women (Cluster 2) displays the lowest per- 
centage for monument conservation. The bonded highly educated people (Clus- 
ter 4) are less willing to volunteer for the area of animal protection and the low 
educated people bonded to the region (Cluster 3) shows the lowest percentages 
for art/culture/museums. The retired newcomers (Cluster 6) seem to have lower 
interests in the area of local history and display in this area of volunteering the 
lowest percentage. Because mostly every cluster is named in the highest and 
lowest areas of volunteering, this might indicate preferences in each cluster 
over the area of volunteering. 

The assumption regarding the WTV is that Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded 
to the region) is less involved in voluntary work than Cluster 4 (bonded highly 
educated people). It can be seen that Cluster 4 shows in some of the areas of 
volunteering the highest values, but not in all. Cluster 7 displays only for the 
overall willingness to contribute labor the lowest rates. In the specific areas, 
this cluster has only the lowest rate in the field of place development. But there 
is none of the other clusters that show a higher rate of the lowest rate of volun- 
teering. Because the results are not given for each region, the hypothesis needs 
to be rejected. 





60 The regional analyses are shown in the appendix Tab. A 10. Besides the area of place devel- 
opment, the results differ extremely between the regions so that a comparison seems to be 
highly complex and does not seem to be explained easily by our data. There might be other in- 
fluences included like the offer of the region or else. 
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Tab. 9-9: Results of the willingness to volunteer in general of each cluster, areas of volunteering 


for the whole cluster (in percent) 
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Regarding the result of the Chi test, it could be assume that the three re- 
gional samples are all out of different populations (Tab. 9-6). 


9.6.3 Life Satisfaction in the Clusters 


The highest rates for dissatisfaction display Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the 
region) for the overall sample and the region of LPLD and Cluster 4 (bonded 
highly educated people) for the region of LNWM and STB (Tab. 9-10). The 
rate is highest for the region of LNWM and its difference to the lowest of these 
rates is about 9 %. These results indicate that the people of Cluster 4 in the re- 
gion of LNWM are more dissatisfied than in the other regions. Regarding the 
characteristics the individuals of these clusters are still employed, have on av- 
erage two children and a relatively strong bond to the region. 

For the overall sample Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the re- 
gion) is the cluster that is the least dissatisfied. The regional sample displays 
more than one cluster that does not say it would be dissatisfied with their life. 
For the region of LNWM, Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) and 
Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the region) show that they are not 
dissatisfied with their life in the region. In addition to Cluster 7, the region of 
LPLD also displays that Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) are not dis- 
satisfied with their life. Cluster 2 is the less dissatisfied group in the STB re- 
gion. The difference between the clusters is really low, at about 2 %. Regarding 
their, characteristics there are no similarities observed between all of these clus- 
ters. 

For the overall sample and for the region of STB, Cluster 7 (retired locals 
bonded to the region) shows the highest percentage of indecision. While the 
cluster with the middle-aged men without any bond (Cluster 1) displays as the 
cluster with the highest percentage in the region of LPLD, the cluster with the 
highly educated young women (Cluster 2) show the highest rate in the region of 
LNWM. The difference between the percentages within the highest rates is 
about 17 %. There are again no similarities between the three clusters concern- 
ing the individual characteristics. 
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Tab. 9-10: Results of the life satisfaction for each cluster in each region (in percent) 
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Note: Bold values display the highest percentage of the region and the italic and bold ones the 


lowest ones. 


Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Regarding the lowest rates, there is also a variety of clusters in the samples. 
While for the overall sample and the regional sample of LPLD Cluster 6 (re- 


tired newcomers) is the less undecided one, for the region of STB it is the clus- 
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ter with the bonded highly educated people (Cluster 4). For the region, of 
LNWM, the analyses identified two clusters (bonded highly educated people 
and retired locals bonded to the region) with less indecision about their life 
satisfaction. The difference between the rates is about 11 %. The similar char- 
acteristics of these clusters are the number of on average two children and the 
tendency to have a bond to the nature. 

The satisfaction displays the highest percentages in different clusters. For 
the overall sample the highest rate of satisfaction is shown by cluster 3 (/ow- 
educated people bonded to the region). The region of LNWM displays the 
highest rate for the cluster of the retired locals with a bond to the region (cluster 
7) with about 100 %, which means everyone in this cluster is satisfied with his 
or her life. The other two regions show rates of about 88 % for Cluster 6 (re- 
tired newcomers) for the region of LPLD and for STB for cluster 2 (highly edu- 
cated young women). The difference between the percentages is about 14 %. 
No similarities of the characteristics of these four clusters could be identified. 

The lowest percentage of satisfaction for the overall sample and the region 
of STB show Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region). While for the re- 
gion of LNWM, the lowest rate of satisfaction is observed for Cluster 2 (highly 
educated young women), it is displayed for Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without 
any bond) for the region of LPLD. The difference between the percentages is 
about 13 %. As seen for the undecided group, there are no similarities in the 
characteristics between these clusters. 

The assumption regarding the life satisfaction was that the satisfaction is 
lower for Cluster 6 (retired newcomers) than for Cluster 3 (low-educated peo- 
ple bonded to the region). Cluster 3 shows the lowest rates of dissatisfaction 
and one of the highest rates in the section of satisfaction in the case of the over- 
all result. For Cluster 6, the results are more complex. Some of the lowest rates 
of indecision are shown in Cluster 6, but in the section on satisfaction, it shows 
the highest percentage once and lowest rate not even once. With the results, the 
hypothesis could not be proven and has to be rejected since the results are in- 
consistent. 

The samples were again tested with a Chi test. The results could not be 
shown for the dissatisfaction because of division by zero (Tab. 8). The result 
for the undecided indicate that the samples are out of different populations, but 
for the satisfied samples, at least the regional sample of LNWM and LPLD as 
well as the sample of LPLD and STB are out of the same populations. Only the 
regional sample of LNMW and STB are out of different populations. 
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9.6.4 Use of the Region in the Clusters 


The cluster analysis shows that the clusters that are using the region for relax- 
ing purposes are highest for Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) in the 
overall sample and in the regional samples of LNWM and LPLD and cluster 2 
(highly educated young women) for the region of STB (Tab. 13). The difference 
between the percentages is about 20 %. These clusters share the same charac- 
teristics regarding their high education, employment status, the living environ- 
ment in more urban areas and their rate of newcomers. 

The cluster with the lowest rate of using the region for relaxing purposes is 
displayed in Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) for the region of 
LNWM and STB and Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region) for the overall 
sample and the region of LPLD. The difference between the values is highest 
between LPLD and STB with about 12.5 %. The characteristics of the clusters 
that are similar are employment status, household income and their living envi- 
ronment in more rural areas. 

The use of the region for sports is more complex because of a broader dis- 
tribution of the percentages along the clusters. The highest percentages could 
be found for the overall sample and the region of LPLD for Cluster 2 (high ed- 
ucated young women). Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) 1s the cluster 
with the highest rate for the region of STB, while the retired newcomer (Cluster 
6) show the highest percentage of using the region for sports in the region of 
LNWM. The difference between the highest and the lowest percentage within 
the high percentages is 18 %. These clusters have in common that the living 
environment is more characterized by urban structures and the rate of newcom- 
ers in the clusters is relatively high. 

The lowest percentage for the use of the region for sportive activities could 
be found for Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the region) for the over- 
all sample and the region of LNWM and STB. For the region of LPLD, the 
lowest rate is shown from Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people). The 
highest difference between these rates is about 12 %. Similar characteristics, 
shared by these clusters are the age (both clusters are between 44 and 48 years 
old), these individuals are still employed and have a strong bond to the region. 

While the overall sample shows the highest rates of use of the region for 
educational purposes for Cluster 2 (highly educated young women), the region 
of LPLD displays it for Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond). The 
other two regions have the highest percentages of use for educational purposes 
for Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people). Between this percentages there 
could be find the highest difference of 11 %. Similar characteristics could be 
found in the employment status and a relatively high rate of newcomers. 
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For the lowest use of the region regarding the educational use shows Cluster 
5 (returnees bonded to the region) for the overall sample and the regions of 
LPLD and STB. For the region of LNWM Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without 
any bond) displays the lowest percentage. Surprisingly, Cluster 5 in the region 
of STB shows a percentage of 0. This would imply that this cluster in the re- 
gion does not use the region for educational purposes at all. The highest differ- 
ence between the percentages is about 10 %. The clusters have the employment 
status, the level of the income of the household and the more rural living envi- 
ronment in common. 

The use for cultural purposes is rated highest in Cluster 5 (returnees bonded 
to the region) in the overall sample and the regional sample of LPLD and in 
Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) for the regions of LNWM and 
STB. The highest rate is displayed from the LPLD region and the lowest for the 
region of STB. The highest difference for the use of this purpose is 14 %. These 
clusters consist mostly of men that have on average two children, live in more 
tural areas and have relatively high bonds to the region and nature. 

The lowest used of the region for cultural purposes is shown for the overall 
sample and the region of STB for Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people). 
STB shows another cluster that has the lowest percentage of use for cultural 
purposes is Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region). Both clusters in this re- 
gion show a usage percent of zero. Zero as well is displays by the percentage of 
Cluster 5 in the regional sample of LNWM. The lowest percentage that is not a 
zero for the LPLD region is shown in Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any 
bond). The difference between the lowest and the highest percentage of the 
lowest rates is about 3 %. The characteristics that are similar in these clusters 
are the employment status and the age ranges between 45 and 50 years old. 

The hypothesis was that Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) has a 
higher use of the region than Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region). 
Actually, Cluster 4 shows on average relatively often the highest percentage of 
the use of the region. But there are a few exceptions: in the case of use of sports 
in the region of LPLD this cluster shows the lowest percentage. The lowest 
percentage is also displayed by the use for cultural purposes in the overall sam- 
ple and the region of STB. However, Cluster 7 displays twice the highest per- 
centage of use regarding the cultural purpose and not once the lowest percent- 
age. These results might indicate that the different types of use are important 
for the frequency of use by the clusters and the hypothesis needs to be rejected. 
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Tab. 9-11: Results of the use of the region for each cluster in each region (in percent) 
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The results of the Chi test imply that all samples for the use of the region for 
relaxing reasons are out of the same population (Tab. 9-6). Regarding the spor- 
tive activities in the region, only the sample of LNWM and LPLD and the re- 
gional samples of LNWM and STB are out of the same population. The sam- 
ples for LPLD and STB stem from different populations in this case. For the 
educational purpose, all samples are from different populations. For the aspects 
of cultural use of the region, it could only be stated that the samples of LNWM 
and LPLD and these of LPLD and STB are out of different populations. The 
value for the samples of LNWM and STB could not be calculated because of 
division by zero. 


9.7 Discussion 


The following part discusses the results of the variables regarding the analyses 
of the clusters. The variables are discussed each in the same order than in the 
chapters before. 

The results of the Chi test indicate that the regional samples are in most cas- 
es stem from different populations. It might be the case that in these instances 
the regional aspects are important additionally to the individual characteristics 
that the analyses used. The questionnaire did not asked about different regional 
aspects or conditions, so that this examination could not consider these in the 
analyses. 


9.7.1 Financial Contribution 


One of the key results of the analyses of the financial contribution was that 
Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) are the most willing to pay money for 
the regional landscapes in general as well as for special landscapes, with few 
exceptions. It might be the case that young women having one child and are 
employed value the landscapes higher because they spend a lot of time outside 
with their kid(s). Additionally, they might think about the future and want to 
maintain the environmental conditions for their child(ren) and their grand- 
child(ren) later on. These individuals show the highest educational level of the 
clusters, which could be responsible for the high WTP, since this cluster might 
know the most about the environment, protecting it and embracing its value for 
future generations. Surprisingly, this cluster does not have a strong relationship 
neither to nature nor to the region. 

For the water landscapes, Clusters 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) 
and 3 (low-educated people bonded to the region) as well as Cluster 2 (highly 
educated young women) have the highest percentage of willingness to contrib- 
ute a financial amount. And Cluster 3 (Jow-educated people bonded to the re- 
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gion) shows in addition to Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) the highest 
percentage for the village landscape. It seems like these clusters show similar 
aspects as well, so that it could be explained why these are most willing to con- 
tribute some money. Tuan (1990) argued that people with a limited time hori- 
zon are less willing to invest something in their environment. This argument 
could be applied for the explanation, because the three clusters are the three 
youngest clusters, which incidentally have the furthest time horizon. Another 
argument is that these individual are, on average, employed and thus have more 
income than other clusters that they can invest in landscape protection. 

In most of the cases, the clusters with the retirees (Clusters 6 and 7) are less 
willing to make a financial contribution. This could be based on their lower 
income resulting from retirement. But it could also be — as Tuan (1990) argued 
— based on a limited time horizon for these people. 

In some cases, Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region) shows a lower 
willingness to invest some money in the regional landscapes. The argument of 
the time horizon could also be applied to the explanation of this cluster, be- 
cause together with the other two clusters the oldest individuals are included. In 
addition, all these clusters have more than one child, but this explanation might 
not be useful because of their ages — the children might have already left the 
parent’s house. Even if there are other explanations about the characteristics 
might be true, these similarities of characteristics might responsible for the low 
WTP for the regional landscapes. 

The city landscape is the exception regarding the lowest rates of WTP. In 
this case, Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond), 3 (low-educated peo- 
ple bonded to the region), 5 (returnees bonded to the region) and Cluster 7 (re- 
tired locals bonded to the region) show the lowest percentages. On the face of 
this, these clusters consist mostly of men with lower education. It might be the 
case that in general men with a lower level of education could have the attitude 
that city landscapes are financed by the government or they might not have 
thought about how such a landscape could be maintained if the costs are higher 
than the money the government invests. Another explanation might be based on 
their living environment. On average, the individuals of these clusters live in 
more rural areas. It might be the case that the city landscape is not more valua- 
ble to them than another landscape because they think they have everything 
they need in their rural area. Maybe these individual are less willing to contrib- 
ute some money because they think the residents of the city are responsible for 
that. 

The differences regarding the percentages could be due to difference in the 
regions. In most cases LNWM is the region with the highest percentage of the 
willingness to give some money. This region is the most urban area of the cho- 
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sen ones. It is mostly followed by the region of STB, which is in between the 
other ones in the comparison and LPLD shows the lowest percentages. Some 
exceptions are found especially for the village landscape that has the highest 
percentage of WTP in the region of STB and the lowest percentages for the 
region of LNWM. This might be due to different structures of the region. While 
LNWM is mostly characterized by the historic city of L, the other two regions 
are mostly characterized from their villages. Especially STB has some small 
villages that are characterized by special building that were used for farming 
and that are still maintained. In one part of the region of LPLD is this also the 
case because of the circular villages (Rundlingsdérfer), but because of the con- 
sideration of this region with the other one, it might be the case that the will- 
ingness is not displayed as that strong anymore. 

The results could prove the highest percentage of Cluster 2 (highly educated 
young women), but not the results for the lowest rate. There is a mismatch be- 
tween the results and the hypothesis because Cluster 6 (retired newcomers) 
shows the lowest rate more often than Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the 
region). The mismatch with Cluster 7 might be over the living environment. 
The individuals of Cluster 6 live in more urban structures than Cluster 7 do. 
This might account for the fact that people of Cluster 6 are less willing to con- 
tribute money than the members of Cluster 7. 


9.7.2 Volunteering 


The cluster with the highest involvement in the areas of volunteering defined as 
in or for the region is Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people). This result is 
not surprising, because Simonson et al. (2016) found that involvement increas- 
es with higher education and decreases with older age. Because this cluster in- 
cluded middle-aged people with the highest education, this result is robust. The 
same explanations might be apply to the cluster of the young and highly- 
educated women (Cluster 2), because the individuals in this cluster also have a 
higher education and on average they are younger than the individuals in Clus- 
ter 4. 

Simonson et al. (2016) also found that men are usually more involved in 
volunteering than women, but in these analyses there were two areas in that 
men are more involved than women. These are monument conservation and 
place development (Tab. 9-8). Only in the area of monument conservation the 
cluster consists of men (Cluster 1) shows the highest percentage of involve- 
ment. It might be the case that men are more talented regarding physical labor 
and work on buildings than women while women are more involved in creative 
areas. 
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Returnees are more involved in the area of local history, which might be 
explained by the reason of returning. If it is the case that these people are re- 
turning because of experiences of the past, it might be the case that they are 
also more interested in the past of the region. In some cases this could also in- 
clude the family history if the family has been connected to the region for 
years. Another explanation might be that these people start to think about the 
region and its history when they are outside the region because they miss the 
features of the region. If they then return, they are still interested in the history 
and the deeper insights of the region. Cluster 6 (retired newcomers) in return 
shows the lowest percentage for the area of local history, which could be ex- 
plained using past experiences as well: They might not have any connection to 
the region when they moved into it, so that they might have higher interests on 
the future than in the past. 

It seems to be in line with other analyses, that in general especially older 
people are not as involved to the same extent as younger people (Enste et al., 
2012; Simonson et al., 2016). The authors found that people older than 65 are 
not involved to the same extent as younger people. This might be a reason why 
the clusters with the retired locals (Cluster 7) do not display any of the highest 
percentages for any area of volunteering. One exception of this explanation is 
Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) for a general involvement in the 
region of LNWM. This cluster displays the lowest percentage for working vol- 
untary in or for the region. This cluster is similar to the clusters with the retirees 
regarding the level of education, which was also found to have lower involve- 
ments in volunteering (Simonson et al., 2016). The gender might not be ade- 
quate in explaining these differences because Simonson et al. (2016) concluded 
that usually more men are volunteering than women. Another characteristic that 
is similar is that these individuals determined to one of the clusters where the 
members live in more rural areas. In some case people are free-riding, pretend- 
ing to work on a voluntary basis but in reality not doing so. 

The conservation of the environment shows the lowest rate of WTV for 
Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond). The explanation that is given 
above about the lower education might be also applied for this case. It might be 
the case that individual with lower levels of education might not know that vol- 
unteering is an adequate method to protect the environment. The low-educated 
people with a bond to the region (Cluster 3) are with the lowest percentage in- 
volved in the area of art/culture/museums. Again the lower education might be 
the explanation why this cluster is not that much involved. In a common sense, 
lower educated people are less interested in cultural events than people with 
higher education. 
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The area of animal protection is rated lowest among the cluster of the bond- 
ed highly educated people (Cluster 4). In this case it might be possible that the 
individuals of this cluster think that others will work in this area and therefore 
they do not have to. But the result is confusing because the cluster of highly 
educated women (Cluster 2) displays the highest percentage in this area of vol- 
unteering. Therefore, the level of education might not be the adequate towards 
explaining the involvement in animal protection, but the explanation might be 
based on the bonds to nature and region that Cluster 4 has and Cluster 2 does 
not. 

The variable for the any kind of volunteering uses more individual charac- 
teristics asked in the questionnaire then the variables for the areas of volunteer- 
ing because the variable of volunteering in general was matched with the hypo- 
thetical hours to work voluntary and the fact to have currently volunteer work. 
This was not possible for the areas and therefore there might be differences 
between involvements in general and in specific areas. 

The results regarding the hypothesis for WTV indicate a rejection of it. 
Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) 1s not in each region and is the 
cluster with the less involvement, while Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated 
people) does not display the highest rates for overall involvement. The explana- 
tion why other clusters show also the lowest or highest rates could not only be 
determined by the individual characteristics. The clusters are too different to 
each other regarding the individual characteristics, which would imply that re- 
gional aspects might be important for the involvement additionally to the char- 
acteristics. 


9.7.3 Life Satisfaction 


The most dissatisfied clusters are Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region) 
and 4 (bonded highly educated people). It might be the case that these clusters 
are dissatisfied with their life situation because they expected more out of the 
life’s conditions. Returnees might have a better image of the life and the em- 
ployment situation in the region than really exists. For the highly educated clus- 
ter, it might be the case that they have realized that they have limited opportuni- 
ties regarding employment opportunities. Both clusters are still employed, 
which could be one explanation for their dissatisfaction. It is questionable if 
these clusters are most dissatisfied because of a strong bond to the region. In- 
deed, both clusters are characterized from a bond to the region, but there is no 
explanation why this could have a negative impact on the life satisfaction. 

The lowest rate of undecided people is found in clusters 4 (highly educated 
people), 6 (retired newcomers) and 7 (retired locals bonded to the region). All 
of the clusters have on average two children, but this could not be the explana- 
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tion, because on average the children of the individuals of clusters 6 and 7 have 
already left their parents’ house, while in Cluster 4 they might still live with 
their parents. Having a bond to nature could be a characteristic that could ex- 
plain the low rate of indecision. It might be the case that these clusters have 
exact impressions about their environment and therefore tend to be either dis- 
satisfied or satisfied. 

The hypothesis regarding the life satisfaction needs to be rejected because 
the results of the assumed Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) and 
Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) are different between the regions 
and the degree of satisfaction. Because not only one cluster shows the highest 
or lowest rate of satisfaction, it is hard to find an explanation for these phenom- 
ena. It might be the case that the cluster analysis did not integrate all the indi- 
vidual variables that are used to explain differences in satisfaction. Additional- 
ly, there might be some regional conditions important or that impact one’s sat- 
isfaction with life. 


9.7.4 Use of the Region 


On average, Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) as well as Cluster 2 
(highly educated young women) are the clusters that uses the region for the ex- 
amined purposes — except for cultural purposes — most often. This could be ex- 
plained by their higher education, because it might be the case that the individ- 
ual get a different feeling of the importance of the nature with increasing educa- 
tion and how it should be used by the residents, even because they are living in 
more urban areas and might not have that much nature as in the more rural are- 
as. It might be the case that they are more interested in using this, given that the 
city offers fewer opportunities to do so. 

The lowest rate of using the region for relaxing as well as for the education- 
al purpose is showed from Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) and 
Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region). These clusters are living in more 
tural areas. Reversing to the explanation to the clusters before, it might be that 
these clusters using their houses and gardens for relaxing instead of other parts 
of the region and thus on average use the region lesser for relaxing activities. 

In addition to Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) and Cluster 4 
(bonded highly educated people), Cluster 6 (retired newcomers) shows the 
highest rate of using the region for sports activities. The individuals of Cluster 
6 live in more urban settings like the other two clusters, so that the explanation 
above could also be true. All clusters show a relatively high rate of newcomers, 
which could be another explanation for the high percentages for sports in the 
region. It might be the case that newcomers are doing more sports outside or in 
general than returnees or locals do. Therefore, the rate of using is higher for 
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these clusters than for others. One exception might be pertaining in the region 
of LPLD, where Cluster 4 displays the lowest percentage of use. 

Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the region) is the cluster with the 
lowest rates of using the region for sports. With the Cluster 4 (bonded highly 
educated people) is common that the individuals have a bond to the region, but 
it seems to be hard to find an explanation regarding the bond to region — espe- 
cially because of the low region use. However, it seems like that this character- 
istic are the only one that could explain this low rate. The individuals of the 
other clusters are also still employed and between 44 and 48 years of age, but 
these clusters do not show such low rates. 

For the use of the educational purpose, in addition to Cluster 2 (highly edu- 
cated young women) and Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people), Cluster 1 
(middle-aged men without any bond) display high percentages. All these clus- 
ters show a relatively high rate of newcomers. It might be the case that new- 
comers are more interested in educational aspects of the region than the people 
who are living there since birth or who left the region for a while. This could 
account for the high rate among these clusters. Conversely, Cluster | displays 
the lowest rate for the use in the region of LNWM. It seems like that the people 
in this cluster of the region LNWM are different from the other regional sam- 
ple. This could also be shown from the results of the Chi test (Tab. 9-6). 

Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region) and Cluster 7 (retired locals 
bonded to the region) displayed the highest use of the region for cultural pur- 
poses. These clusters live in more rural areas. It might be the case that in this 
area the frequency of cultural events is higher than in urban areas because the 
questionnaire suggested some events like block parties. These are usually more 
common for rural areas than for urban areas. Additionally, these clusters show 
a bond to nature and to the region. Eventually, these people are more interested 
in cultural events because of networking and other purposes concerning their 
region. But Cluster 5 shows for the region of STB and LNWM the lowest per- 
centage of the use. Regarding the cultural events, there might be regional dif- 
ferences and therefore the different rates for the same cluster could be ex- 
plained. At least the Chi tests confirmed the assumption of differences of the 
sample for LPLD and LNWM as well as STB (Tab. 9-6). 

For the region of LPLD, the cluster with the middle-aged men without any 
bond (Cluster 1) shows the lowest rate of the use for cultural purposes. In addi- 
tion to Cluster 5, STB shows the lowest rates for Cluster 4 (bonded highly edu- 
cated people). This cluster is also displayed by the overall sample. These clus- 
ters have the age and the employment status in common, but in these character- 
istics no explanation could be found since other clusters have similar ones. 
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The hypothesis regarding the use of the region needs to be rejected because 
the areas of use seem to be more differentiated in their evaluation. Clusters 4 
(bonded highly educated people) and 7 (retired locals bonded to the region) 
show in some cases the assumed coefficients, but in others they did not. This 
would imply that the purposes of use are different and therefore different char- 
acteristics are responsible for the use. Additionally, the regional conditions 
could be another explanation for these differences. 


9.7.5 Further Discussion 


In some cases there might be an interaction between the variables that are ana- 
lyzed with the results of the cluster analysis. For instance, Simonson et al. 
(2016) found that German residents are more often involved if they are satisfied 
with their life. It could be that more satisfied people are feeling like they would 
give some of their positive emotions back to the community, the environment 
or to other aspects of their region. Therefore, it might also be the case that the 
variables are important to explain some of the variances of each other and 
would be part of the explained variables. This interaction was not tested within 
this analysis, but it might be an interesting approach. 

Frey (2008) found that happy people are usually more optimistic about their 
lives and therefore tend to be more successful than people with lower satisfac- 
tion. This could have impacts on all the other variables analyzed in this exami- 
nation. As seen in the example of volunteering, life satisfaction could also in- 
fluence the WTP, because if someone is more successful, the earnings are in- 
creasing and therefore, the individual would have more money to spend on rec- 
reational aspects (in this case the region). 

Regarding life satisfaction it might be a good idea to go deeper into some 
aspects. As described by the theoretical part, it could be analyzed as one indica- 
tor, but also in many different indicators. Therefore, it might be that some indi- 
vidual are more satisfied with single aspects than with others, but the aspects 
the individual is dissatisfied with have more weight and therefore the individual 
is less satisfied than another individual. 

The same cases could be applied to the other research fields. It could al- 
ready been seen that especially for the volunteering part and the use of the re- 
gion, there will not be the one person who is more likely to volunteer or to use 
the region. With a deeper look into the single constructs, the possibility to ana- 
lyze some variables in more details might be given. 

The sample of the regional analyses seems to be really small and in the most 
cases, the regional samples are not out of one population. Therefore, it might be 
important to include some regional specific data to get a more detailed analysis 
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on the regional scale or to integrate more individuals to get a more generalized 
view of these variables. The questionnaire does not offer this possibility. 


9.8 Conclusion 


This paper determined different clusters of individual characteristics to define 
different types of individuals and differentiated this to the research region. 
These identified clusters are then used to examine differences in the willingness 
to support the regional landscapes (financially or volunteer work), the life satis- 
faction and the use of the region. 

One of the central results of the WTP is that highly educated young women 
(Cluster 2) are usually the most individuals willing to contribute some money 
for the protection of the landscapes. The least willing to pay clusters are the 
retired ones (retired newcomers, retired locals bonded to the region) and in 
some cases the cluster with the retired returnees with a bond to the region. 

The clusters with a higher level of education are more involved in volunteer 
activities for and in the region in general than clusters with lower educational 
levels (Clusters 2, 4, 5). The lowest rates of the WTV are displayed from clus- 
ters with individuals that are retired locals (Cluster 7). 

The only pattern that could be identified for the life satisfaction is that Clus- 
ter 4 (bonded high educated people) and cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the re- 
gion) are more dissatisfied with their current situation of life than other clusters. 
Regarding the lowest dissatisfaction the cluster 3 (Jow educated people bonded 
to the region) and cluster 2 (high educated young women) are into the focus. 
For the undecided and the satisfied clusters could not be observed such a pat- 
tern, neither for the highest nor the lowest ratings. 

The clusters with bonded highly educated people (Cluster 4) or highly edu- 
cated women (Cluster 2) use the region more often than other clusters. For cul- 
tural purposes, the cluster with the returnees (Cluster 5) and the retired locals 
(Cluster 7) use the region more frequently than other clusters do. The lowest 
use of the region can be observed for Cluster 5 — except for sports activities. In 
this case, the low-educated cluster with a bond to the region (cluster 3) is using 
the region less. 

As displayed in these results, a higher education might lead to a higher 
WTP for the landscapes as well as an increased use of the region compared 
with lower levels of education. This would indicate that the regional manage- 
ment should integrate these people in particular if the interest is somewhere 
around the monetary support or the use of the region. Surprisingly, people with 
less education are more involved in more specific areas of volunteering that are 
defined for this analysis than the highly educated ones, but this could even be 
used from the regional management to improve the attraction to the region. 
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The dependencies of the variables that are examined within these clusters 
could be a topic of further research. It might be interesting to have a look if, for 
instance, people with a higher WTP for regional landscapes are also more satis- 
fied with their life (as Simonson et al., 2016 indicated for volunteering) in the 
region or automatically use the region more often than other people. Addition- 
ally, the regional characteristics that might be able explain differences in mani- 
festations of the examined variables could also be a topic of interest research, 
since if the region knows the individual’s characteristics, it has more starting 
points for methods of improving its attractiveness. 


Additional Analysis: Explorative Analyses of the Clusters Using Logit 
Regression Models for Willingness to Pay and Willingness to Volunteer 


This section uses the determined clusters to estimate the influences of each var- 
iable on all clusters regarding the WTP and WTV. First, some hypotheses about 
the impacts of the variables within the clusters are formulated. In the first place, 
the descriptive analysis of Chapter 9.4 is used to look into the hypotheses. Fol- 
lowing is a short description of the methodology of this part. Subsequently, the 
results of the estimated models for the volunteer work and the financial contri- 
bution are presented. A discussion about the results completes this excursion. 
Hypotheses 


The aim of these analyses is to use the results of the cluster analysis to analyze 
variables that have controversial findings in previous literature. It might be the 
case that some hypotheses can be answered by the descriptive analyses of the 
clusters; others might need the statistical models. First there will be a descrip- 
tion of some findings and subsequently some assumptions of the variables in its 
interaction with each other are formulated. 

The discussion about the literature regarding the impact of gender is not dis- 
tinct. The international literature suggests that men are more often willing to 
contribute money than volunteer work compared with women (Rai & Scar- 
borough, 2014) and women on average are more often volunteering than men 
(Measham & Barnett, 2008). In European countries and as part of it, Germany, 
the results show that more males volunteer than females (Wilson 2000, Simon- 
son et al. 2016). 

For the financial contribution and the contribution of volunteering, the re- 
sults are pretty clear. A negative influence brought by age was found (e.g., Car- 
son et al., 2001; Hackl & Pruckner, 1999 for the WTP; e.g., Lankia et al., 2014; 
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Wilson, 2000 for the WTV). Asah et al. (2014), Tidwell and Brunson (2008), 
and Tselios et al. (2015) found that younger people are more willing to contrib- 
ute volunteer work than make monetary payments than older people. In general, 
older people seem less interested to contribute for environmental issues 
(Schiappacasse et al., 2013; Vasquez, 2014) because of different time horizons 
(Carstensen, 1995). 

The first assumption involves the variables gender and age. If the result of 
Wilson (2000) is true, in younger ages, men are more willing to contribute 
payments and volunteer work than women, but the rates are getting closer with 
getting older. Therefore, the cluster with relatively young men needs to have 
higher rates for both contribution forms than this for women. Statistically, in 
younger ages the coefficient for women might be lower than with the increase 
of age. 

There were no results identified regarding the bond to region and the will- 
ingness to contribute, but it was found that the identification with the region is 
seen as important factor for the behavior of giving in general (Morrison & 
Dowell, 2013; Schervish and Havens, 1997). Because of the desire of newcom- 
ers to get a feeling of belonging, these are more often voluntarily working than 
locals or returnees (e.g., DiEnno & Thompson, 2013; Wilson, 2000). Differ- 
ences between returnees or locals in the literature neither in WTP nor in WTV 
researches could not be identified yet. 

Because of the interaction of bond to region and the time an individual lives 
in the region, the assumption is that WTP or WTV differ between the groups of 
newcomers, returnees and locals. The coefficient of bond to region needs to be 
lower for the group of newcomers than for both other groups in the field of vol- 
unteering. This is because newcomers usually do not have a strong relationship 
to the region and thus it might not be that important for them in valuing the 
landscapes. 

In examinations of WTP and WTV, it was found that education is positively 
associated (Ahlheim et al., 2010; Howley et al., 2012; Verbié & Slabe-Erker, 
2009). This result was also found in Germany (Simonson et al., 2016). Some 
exceptions are Rai and Scarborough (2014), Karkow and Gronemann (2005), 
and Stone et al. (2008) who did not find any significant values of the educa- 
tional level neither for WTP nor WTV. 

The relationship to nature is the most important variable for valuing a land- 
scape monetary (Verbi¢é & Slabe-Erker, 2009). This was also proven from re- 
search on the motivation for volunteering (e.g., Asah & Blahna, 2012; Bram- 
ston et al., 2011; Bruyere & Rappe, 2007). 

Because bond to nature seems to have an impact on the WTV and WTP for 
the landscape, the assumption is that the shape of the relationship to nature is 
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dependable on the education an individual has obtained. For the statistics that 
would mean that the coefficient for bond to nature of highly educated clusters 
might be lower than for low-educated ones because its influence is lower for 
highly educated clusters. 

For the amount of children was no literature found to examine the impact of 
them to neither WTP nor WTV. Because children were not used in analyses 
before, there is the assumption that people having children are more concerned 
about the environment and the future use of the nature. This would imply that 
bond to nature might be more distinct if people having children and therefore 
work or pay for the landscape protection. More concrete, this leads to the fact 
that the coefficient of bond to nature is higher for people having only one child 
than for people having more than one. With one child, it might be the case that 
the preservation of the environment might even be higher than for people hav- 
ing no child. The effect of the importance might be decreasing with an increas- 
ing number of children. 


Descriptive Results Concerning the Hypotheses 


The first hypothesis stated that men are more willing to pay or volunteer for the 
landscape protection in younger years and the rates of men and women come 
closer to each other with older ages. With the descriptive results, this could not 
be ascertained (Tab. 9-8). For the overall result and the regional samples, Clus- 
ter 2 (highly educated young women) showed the highest rate of willing to con- 
tribute some money for the landscape protection (every type of landscape). The 
cluster that consists mostly of men (Cluster 1) shows only once the highest rate 
for the water landscape in the region of STB. For volunteering, it can be said 
that Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) showed the highest rate of 
getting involved in volunteer work in the area of monument conservation for 
the overall result (Tab. A 10). 

The willingness differences between the groups of newcomers, returnees 
and locals regarding their bond to region were covered in the second hypothe- 
sis. For the water landscape, it could be found that the highest rate of not will- 
ing to pay any money for the landscape protection is displayed from Cluster 6 
(retired newcomer) (Tab. 9-8). The same can be said for the overall result and 
for the village landscape. For the city and the village landscape the returnees 
show the lowest rate in the region of STB in both cases and for LPLD only for 
the village one. For the city landscape, the highest rate of these cluster are dis- 
played in Cluster 2 (highly educated young women) (one exception is the region 
of LPLD, with the highest willingness of Cluster 3 (low educated people bond- 
ed to the region) and the lowest rate in Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the re- 
gion) and again Cluster 6. For volunteering, the newcomers (Cluster 6) are 
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more involved in the areas of animal protection and art, culture and museums 
than the locals or returnees (Tab. A 10). In general, the returnees are more will- 
ing to volunteer for the landscape protection and the locals less so. The group 
of the newcomers is in between. This can be almost confirmed by the regional 
analysis as well, except of the region of LPLD where the newcomers are highly 
involved in the conservation of the environment, animal protection and the art, 
culture and museums. Since it was not possible to identify clusters for returnees 
and locals without a bond to region or newcomers with a bond to region, the 
hypothesis cannot be clearly confirmed. 

The third hypothesis assumed that the manifestation of bond to nature de- 
pends on the level of education. Clusters 3 and 4 (low-educated people bonded 
to the region, bonded highly educated people) can be compared, because these 
clusters are different in their education and the manifestation of bond to nature 
(Tab. 9-4). It can be seen that Cluster 3 (low-educated people bonded to the 
region) are willing to pay higher rates for all close-nature landscapes in the re- 
gion of LPLD than the members of Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people). 
For volunteering, it can be seen that in most of the areas Cluster 4 (bonded 
highly educated people) have a higher rate of involvement in voluntary work — 
except in the area of animal protection and local history (). In this area, Cluster 
3 (low-educated people bonded to the region) has higher rates. Overall the 
members of Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) are more involved in 
volunteering for and in the landscapes (Tab. 9-9). However, because Cluster 3 
does not show the same amount of having a bond to nature, the comparison of 
these two clusters might not be adequate to get an answer for the hypothesis. 

Children have a positive impact on bond to nature and therefore people with 
only one child volunteer more often or pay more money than people with more 
than one child. The first three clusters have on average less than two children 
and the others average more than one child (Tab. 9-4). Because the clusters 
with more than one child have all a higher rate for bond to nature, this hypothe- 
sis cannot be examined as it is. It can only be examined if people with more 
children are more willing to pay or volunteer than these with only one child. On 
average, there is no pattern for this assumption, excluding a few exceptions: 
Cluster 1 to 3 (middle-aged men without any bond, highly educated young 
women and low-educated people bonded to the region) show higher rates for 
payment amounts for each landscape (Tab. 9-8). For volunteering, only for 
LPLD and animal protection the first three clusters are more involved than the 
others (Tab. A 10). 

For volunteering in the whole sample no differences could be identified. 
Because of these confusing results and the lost connection to bond to nature, 
this hypothesis cannot be validated. 


222 Regions and Their Residents 





Methodology 


Since the results of the descriptive part could not clearly answer the hypotheses 
a logit estimation was done to explore the impact of the used variables in the 
hypotheses. The samples in each cluster are relatively small, therefore these 
results need to be validated by further research and could only be used and in- 
terpreted carefully. 

Subsequently, for each identified cluster a logit model is estimated to show 
differences between the WTP or WTV for landscape protection in the clusters 
of characteristics. The following model is formulated: 


WTP, = f (Xn En Na Bn) 
or 
WTYV,, = fQXn Ee Nas By) 


where WTP,, respectively WTV,, denotes the willingness to invest payment 
(P) or volunteering (V) in the region of person n. X,, is a matrix of the socioec- 
onomic variables (gender, age, education, children) of the inhabitants in the 
sample. E,, displays a matrix of the professional circumstances (income, em- 
ployed) while N, decribes the other circumstances (rural environment, new- 
comer, returnee). B,, includes the concern about the nature and the region (rela- 
tionship between nature and person, relationship between region and person). 

For each cluster a separate model for the WTP and WTV was estimated to 
see the differences between the clusters. Afterwards the marginal effects are 
calculated. First, the results for the financial contribution are described and sec- 
ond, the results for volunteering as a form of contribution are shown. In the end 
of this section the results of the models are compared. 


Results of the Logit Models for the Payment 


The used variables are not important for each cluster (Tab. 9-12)*'. Clusters 5 
and 7 (returnees bonded to the region, retired locals bonded to the region) have 
no variables that show a significant influence, but clusters 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 show 
significant influences in particular. For the first cluster (middle-aged men with- 
out any bond) the only significant variables is the age. It displays negative, but 
its effect is low®?. This means older men in this cluster are lesser willing to con- 
tribute money than younger men. The second cluster (highly educated young 





61 The coefficients and the pseudo R? are displayed in Tab. A 11. 

62 Following, the marginal effect of 0.000 to 0.05 is described as low effect, an effect between 
0.051 and 0.2 is presented as a medium high effect and the higher effects are used as high ef- 
fect. 
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women) and the sixth cluster (retired newcomers) show significant impacts: 
While the age is again negatively and with a low effect, the coefficient of bond 
to nature has a positive impact and a high effect. Younger women (for Cluster 
2) or newcomers in general (for Cluster 6) with a bond to nature are more will- 
ing to pay for landscape protection than women (for Cluster 2) or locals (for 
Cluster 6) without a bond to nature. The third cluster (low-educated people 
bonded to the region) also has two significant variables: higher education and 
bond to nature. Both variables have a positive influence and a great effect on 
this contribution form, although the effect of the education variable is even 
higher. People in this cluster are more willing to give some money for the land- 
scape protection if they have a higher education degree. Also members of this 
cluster with a bond to nature are more willing to contribute money for land- 
scape protection. For the fourth cluster (bonded highly educated people) the 
highest amount of variables displays significant. While gender has a negative 
influence of the willingness to contribute and a high effect, the effects of the 
rural environment and bond to nature are even higher and also significant. Be- 
cause gender has a negative impact, it can be stated that men are more willing 
to contribute money for the protection of the regional landscape. Members of 
this cluster have a higher valuation of the landscape in terms of money if they 
are living in a rural environment or have a bond to nature. 

Regarding a comparison of these variables, it can be said that the variable 
bond to nature is important for the financial contribution of four out of the sev- 
en clusters (highly educated young women, low-educated people bonded to the 
region, bonded highly educated people, retired newcomers). The effect of this 
variable is highest for the bonded highly educated people (Cluster 4) and lowest 
for the retired newcomers (Cluster 6), but its effect is still high and positive in 
each of the clusters. A different picture is drawn with age: its effect in three of 
the clusters (middle-aged men without any bond, highly -educated young wom- 
en, retired newcomers) is really low and negative. This implies that the variable 
age has a minor impact on the valuation of landscape protection in terms of 
money. The variables gender, higher education and rural environment are just 
of importance in special cluster. 
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Tab. 9-12: Marginal effects of the logit model for financial contribution (margins, standard errors 
in parentheses) 








Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 


Low- 

Highly educated Bonded Retired 
Middle-aged educated people highly Returnees locals 

men without young bonded to educated bonded to Retired bonded to 

any bond women the region people the region newcomers _ the region 
Gender -0,045 -0,033 -0,034 -0,286 * 0,005 0,042 0,111 
(0.132) (0.220) (0.095) (0.164) (0.120) (0.092) (0.138) 
Age -0,010 ** -0,016 *** = -0,002 -0,011 -0,003 -0,011 *** = -0,004 
(0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) 
Higher Education 0,087 0,000 0,438 ** 0,000 0,199 0,030 0,048 
(0.111) (omitted) (0.183) (omitted) (0.132) (0.093) (0.167) 
Employed 0,000 0,263 -0,052 0,000 -0,144 0,000 0,000 
(omitted) (0.283) (0.341) (omitted) (0.190) (omitted) (omitted) 
Income 0,007 -0,036 -0,009 -0,061 -0,026 0,034 -0,036 
(0.024) (0.027) (0.023) (0.043) (0.030) (0.023) (0.045) 
Children 0,043 0,071 -0,057 -0,051 -0,015 0,030 -0,020 
(0.040) (0.056) (0.041) (0.045) (0.052) (0.034) (0.057) 
Rural Environment -0,018 0,000 -0,063 0,406 *** = -0,028 0,040 -0,033 
(0.096) (0.118) (0.093) (0.142) (0.110) (0.089) (0.136) 
Returnee 0,000 0,064 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,208 
(omitted) (0.180) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (0.229) 
Incomer 0,063 0,121 -0,086 0,152 0,000 0,431 0,000 
(0.129) (0.147) (0.110) (0.154) (omitted) (0.275) (omitted) 
Bond to Nature -0,001 0,261 ** 0,268 *** 0,384 * -0,059 0,229 ** 0,004 
(0.118) (0.128) (0.093) (0.221) (0.122) (0.093) (0.162) 
Bond to Region -0,072 0,028 -0,073 0,000 -0,048 0,017 -0,005 
(0.1589) (0.185) (0.163) (omitted) (0.122) (0.089) (0.420) 
N 136.00 97.00 165.00 79.00 101.00 149.00 69.00 








Note: Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the num- 
ber of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Results of the Logit Models for Volunteering 


For the contribution form of volunteering, in every cluster could be at least one 
variable identified with a significant effect (Tab. 9-13). The first two clusters 
(middle-aged men without any bond, highly educated young women) show bond 
to nature as significant variable. In both clusters, its effect is positive and high, 
even if the effect is highest in the first cluster. This would imply that middle- 
aged men (for Cluster 1) as well as young women (for Cluster 2) with a bond to 
nature are more willing to contribute volunteering as form of protection for the 
landscapes than these people without any bond to nature. In Cluster 4 (bonded 
highly educated people), the newcomers’ variable is significant. Its impact is 
positive and high and would mean that members of this cluster who moved into 
the region are more willing to contribute labor on a voluntary basis than locals. 





63 Tab. A 12 shows the coefficients and the pseudo R? of the estimation. 
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Bond to region has a positive high effect on the WTV for the members of Clus- 
ter 5 (returnees bonded to the region). This indicates that people having a bond 
to the region are more willing to contribute volunteer work than people without 
a bond. For the third cluster (Jow-educated people bonded to the region) bond 
to nature as well as gender displays significant. While the effect of gender is 
negative, it is positive for bond to nature. The effect for gender for Cluster 3 
and bond to nature for Cluster 6 is medium-high, while the effect is high for 
bond to nature in Cluster 3 and gender in Cluster 6. The negative impact of 
gender would imply that members of this cluster would be more willing to vol- 
unteer if it is male. These members would also be more willing to volunteer if 
they have a bond to nature. The seventh cluster (retired locals bonded to the 
region) displays gender and age as significant coefficients. Both, gender and 
age have negative impacts, but differ in their strength. While the variable gen- 
der has a high effect, it is low for the variable age. This would imply that men 
are higher willing to contribute volunteering than women incorporated in this 
cluster. 

As in the analyses of the willingness to contribute money, bond to nature 
seems to be an important factor for the willingness to contribute labor as well. 
Again, four out of seven clusters (middle-aged men without any bond, highly 
educated young women, low-educated people bonded to the region, retired 
newcomers) display this variable as significant, but the effects differ. While the 
effect of clusters 1 to 3 is high, it is medium-high for Cluster 6. The second 
often variable that could identify was the variable gender. It is significant for at 
least three out of seven clusters (Jow-educated people bonded to the region, 
retired newcomers, retired locals bonded to the region). The effect is lowest for 
Cluster 3 with a medium-high effect. For both other clusters, the effect is high. 
These variables have a negative impact on the WTV. Age also displays as sig- 
nificant variable in more than one cluster (retired newcomers, retired locals 
bonded to the region). Because the effect of age is relatively low, it could be 
neglected, even if it implies that younger people are more willing to contribute 
labor than older ones. The other variables (newcomer, bond to region) are just 
special for only one cluster (bonded high educated people for the variable new- 
comer and returnees bonded to the region in the case of bond to region). 
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Tab. 9-13: Marginal effects of the logit model for volunteering as form of contribution (margins, 
standard errors in parentheses) 
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 
Low- 
Highly educated Bonded Retired 
Middle-aged educated people highly Returnees locals 
men without young bonded to educated bonded to Retired bonded to 
any bond women the region people the region newcomers _ the region 
Gender 0,214 -0,146 -0,183 * -0,184 -0,174 -0,264 *** = -0,353 ** 
(0.137) (0.221) (0.095) (0.115) (0.121) (0.095) (0.154) 
Age 0,002 -0,003 0,001 -0,004 -0,002 -0,007 ** -0,009 ** 
(0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) 
Higher Education 0,090 0,000 -0,028 0,000 -0,060 0,022 -0,079 
(0.117) (omitted) (0.161) (omitted) (0.130) (0.093) (0.166) 
Employed 0,000 0,277 0,020 0,000 0,062 0,000 0,000 
(omitted) (0.286) (0.328) (omitted) (0.184) (omitted) (omitted) 
Income 0,035 -0,001 0,009 -0,052 0,000 0,008 0,035 
(0.025) (0.028) (0.023) (0.032) (0.029) (0.023) (0.045) 
Children -0,046 -0,044 -0,010 -0,016 -0,040 -0,013 -0,036 
(0.043) (0.056) (0.041) (0.031) (0.050) (0.033) (0.058) 
Rural Environment -0,129 0,053 0,034 0,140 0,020 -0,040 -0,037 
(0.101) (0.121) (0.094) (0.098) (0.107) (0.090) (0.137) 
Returnee 0,000 -0,253 0,000 0,000 -0,093 0,000 -0,019 
(omitted) (0.180) (omitted) (omitted) (0.373) (omitted) (0.207) 
Incomer 0,101 -0,089 -0,079 0,249 ** 0,000 -0,112 0,000 
(0.132) (0.155) (0.110) (0.109) (omitted) (0.212) (omitted) 
Bond to Nature 0,476 *** 0,271 ** 0,219 ** 0,125 0,146 0,180 ** -0,148 
(0.141) (0.126) (0.092) (0.156) (0.121) (0.091) (0.152) 
Bond to Region 0,041 -0,229 0,051 0,000 0,212 * -0,051 0,000 
(0.168) (0.186) (0.155) (omitted) (0.117) (0.090) (omitted) 
N 136.00 97.00 165.00 79.00 101.00 149.00 69.00 








Note: Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the num- 
ber of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Results of Both Contributions in Comparison 


Two variables have similar effects to each form of contribution: age for Cluster 
6 (retired newcomer) and bond to nature for clusters 2, 3 and 6 (highly educat- 
ed young women, low-educated people bonded to the region, retired newcom- 
ers). The effect for age is almost the same while it differs for bond to nature 
between the clusters. The effect of bond to nature only differs for Cluster 6 be- 
tween medium-high and high, but for the others the effect is constant between 
the contribution forms. Both variables are also significant in different clusters. 
Age also shows significant coefficients in clusters 1 and 2 (middle-aged men 
without any bond, highly educated young women) for the financial contribution 
and in the contribution of volunteer work for Cluster 7 (retired locals bonded to 
the region). Similarly, this can be said about bond to nature: it is also signifi- 
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cant for Cluster 4 (bonded highly educated people) in the case of a financial 
contribution and Cluster 1 for the volunteering as form of contribution. 

All other significant effects differ between the forms of contribution. This 
would imply that the used variables are not all important for each form of con- 
tribution. For instance, a higher education level and the rural environment dis- 
play significant coefficients only in the financial contribution and only once 
each variable (Cluster 3: higher education, Cluster 4: rural environment), while 
the variables newcomers (Cluster 4) and bond to region (Cluster 5) are only 
significant in the models of volunteering. Gender seems to be important for 
both forms, but for different clusters (Cluster 4: financial contribution; clusters 
3, 6, 7: volunteering). 


Results of the Hypotheses 


The first assumption was that younger women are less likely to contribute than 
men and that the rates are getting closer with increasing age. The members of 
the first five clusters are on average between 39 and 50 years old (Tab. 9-4). It 
can be observed that the clusters 1 to 4 (middle-aged men without any bond, 
highly educated young women, low-educated people bonded to the region, 
bonded highly educated people) show a negative direction (men are more will- 
ing to pay than women), even if the effect is only significant for Cluster 4 (Tab. 
9-12). The sign of the effect changes for Cluster 5 to 7 (returnees bonded to the 
region, retired newcomer, retired locals bonded to the region) where the mem- 
bers are between 50 and 64 years old (Tab. 9-4). In these clusters, the effects 
again are not significant. Because of these results, the hypotheses could be true 
for the financial contribution, but the result might not be robust. The effects of 
gender for the models for WTV change after Cluster 1 (middle-aged men with- 
out any bond) (Tab. 9-13). In this cluster the women are more willing to con- 
tribute than men, but again, these coefficients are not significant. In all other 
clusters, the effects are negative and imply that men are more willing to con- 
tribute volunteer work than women with increasing age. Three out of these co- 
efficients are significant (clusters 3, 6, 7). The hypothesis could not be verified 
with reliable results. 

That the influence of bond to region is lower for newcomer than for locals 
and returnees can be analyzed with the last three clusters (returnees bonded to 
the region, retired newcomers, retired locals bonded to the region). For the 
fifth cluster, 75 % of the returnees marked that they have a bond to region and 
for the locals (Cluster 7) almost everyone (97 %) stated they would have a bond 
to region (Tab. 9-4). For the newcomers, only 44 % checked off that they have 
a bond to region. The directions of the coefficients and effects for the financial 
contribution are different for newcomers and returnees/locals (Tab. 9-12). The 
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effects of bond to region are not significant for the WTP and could therefore 
not be used to prove it with robust results, even if the directions of the effects 
are reversed than the hypotheses assumed. For the WTV, the results are as as- 
sumed (Tab. 9-13). For Cluster 5 (returnees bonded to the region), bond to re- 
gion is higher than for newcomers and is significant. For locals, this variable 
was omitted for the estimation. Again, the hypothesis could neither be proven 
nor rejected. 

For the next hypotheses, argues that higher educated people have a lower 
coefficient of bond to nature than lower educated people. Clusters 2, 3, 4, 6 and 
7 (highly educated young women, low-educated people bonded to the region, 
bonded highly educated people, retired newcomers, retired locals bonded to the 
region) are important to compare (Tab. 9-4), because clusters 2 and 4 pooled 
almost only highly educated respondents while the other three clusters included 
respondents with a lower educational level. It can be seen that for the contribu- 
tion of monetary payment, the effects of clusters 2, 3, 4 and 6 are significant 
and high (Tab. 9-12). The effect for Cluster 7 is not significant, but it is also 
positive. The highest effect can be seen for Cluster 4, followed by Cluster 2, 
Cluster 3 and Cluster 6. These results cannot prove the hypothesis that bond to 
nature is more important for monetary contribution for lower educated people 
than for higher educated ones. For the contribution form of volunteering, the 
picture is similar (Tab. 9-13). The highest significant effect is identified in 
Cluster 2, followed by Cluster 3 and Cluster 6. Clusters 7 and 4 do not have any 
significant effect on the WTV. As seen for the monetary contribution, the high- 
ly educated Cluster 2 has the highest effect (in regard to the compared clusters) 
and therefore for the contribution in terms of volunteering the hypothesis needs 
to be rejected, while it can be proven for the financial contribution. 

For the fourth hypothesis, that stated that the higher the amount of children, 
the lesser the importance of bond to nature integrates all clusters. The first three 
clusters (middle-aged men without any bond, highly educated young women, 
low-educated people bonded to the region) show that they have on average one 
child (Tab. 9-4). The other four clusters (bonded highly educated people, re- 
turnees bonded to the region, retired newcomers, retired locals bonded to the 
region) have on average two children. Therefore, these clusters can be com- 
pared to each other. Bond to nature was rated higher by those clusters having 
on average two children instead of one (Tab. 9-4). Regarding the statistical 
models, there could not be found any pattern in the WTP (Tab. 9-12). The 
highest significant effect is located for the model of Cluster 4 (bonded highly 
educated people), but the lowest significant effect of bond to nature is also in 
one of the cluster with more than one child (Cluster 6). For the contribution 
form of volunteering the picture is clearer (Tab. 9-13). The highest effect could 
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be found for Cluster 1 (middle-aged men without any bond) and the following 
ones that are significant are also in the clusters with one child. For Cluster 6 
(retired newcomers), the coefficient is significant with the lowest effect of the 
compared clusters. This could indicate that people having more than one child 
might have a higher bond to nature in general and hence the variable does not 
have a big influence on the volunteering contribution. This could only be said 
for volunteering and not for the financial contribution and therefore the hypoth- 
eses could carefully be proven for volunteering, but needs to be rejected for the 
WTP. 


Discussion about the Results for the Financial Contribution 


In younger years, less women are willing to give some money for landscape 
support, but after the age of around 50 the rate increases —even if only one coef- 
ficient’s effect is significant for the age of 48 on average. The descriptive re- 
sults could not be proven: This result in advanced because of the heterogeneity 
of the clusters and the manifestations of other variables. With the assumption 
that with a bigger sample the results could be validated, this could be at least 
one explanation for the switch found in the estimation. Because of lesser in- 
come gains by women during the earlier years in professional life (Mincer & 
Polachek, 1974), it might be the case that once they reach 50 a woman’s aver- 
age wages are high enough to give some additional amount of money for envi- 
ronmental concerns. In their younger days they might be spending the money 
on other things that are more important to them. 

The hypothesis of lesser importance of bond to region for newcomer than 
for locals or returnees was the second one. Regarding the WTP, no significant 
results could be found. In the case of the WTV, only the returnees can be com- 
pared to the locals. Returnees had a higher coefficient than newcomers; for lo- 
cals, this variable was omitted. The difficulty here is that the clusters are not 
heterogeneous in their other manifestations. For instance, the clusters of the 
locals and newcomers integrated almost all retired people into these groups 
while the cluster for the returnees has employed members. This could be lead to 
different rates of WTP, except the fact that the background with the region is 
different. For newcomers, bond to region seems to have a positive impact on 
the WTP while for the returnees and locals bond to region has a negative influ- 
ence, but none of the coefficients are significant. If the results would be con- 
firmed using a bigger sample, it might be the case that the importance of bond 
to region is higher for newcomers than for returnees and locals. It might be the 
case that returnees and locals already have a high bond to region (could be seen 
in Tab. 9-4) this variable does not have a high influence on the WTP. But for 
newcomers, this variable has a higher impact on the willingness to contribute 
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money because they do not identify themselves with the region and the land- 
scape and are therefore less willing to pay something for the landscape protec- 
tion. 

During the descriptive analysis it could be found that low-educated people 
are more willing to pay for landscapes in the region of LPLD. The compared 
clusters are differing in the living surrounding (Cluster 3 lives mostly in rural 
areas, Cluster 4 in mostly urban ones), the newcomer variable or in the mani- 
festation of the bond to nature. These differences might be to some extent re- 
sponsible for the differences between the clusters. In the statistical analysis, it 
could be found that the variable bond to nature is highest for highly educated 
clusters. This would refute the hypothesis if the used sample were bigger. The 
relationship to nature is more important for the perception of people having a 
high level of education than having a lower level. This hypothesis was based on 
the assumption that with higher education nature is better perceived, too. But 
with the rejection of this hypothesis one would assume that people with lower 
education are more perceptive of nature and thus possess a higher bond. This 
bond could grow because when the low-educated people were children they 
might have played outside more than people with a higher education, since 
these children had to study a lot inside instead of playing outside. The results of 
Verbié and Slabe-Erker (2009) could still be true, because the authors do not 
assume a relationship between education and bond to nature but concluded that 
the education variable by itself is important for the WTP. 

The hypothesis about the relationship between bond to nature and children 
could not be examined with the descriptive data because the clusters with more 
than one child have all a high degree of bond to nature. Further, the amount of 
money that one is willing to pay does not differ between the clusters that much. 
But the estimations show some results: the highest coefficient of bond to nature 
for the financial contribution was found by one of the clusters with more than 
one child, and followed by two clusters with only one child on average. This 
would lead to the conclusion, given that the results are confirmed by bigger 
samples, that the assumed hypothesis is not right, because there is more than 
one cluster with only one child or with more than one child. It might be the case 
that parents with more than one child have the children play inside the apart- 
ment or house more often, as the limited space makes it easier to supervise mul- 
tiple children simultaneously. Outside children have the opportunity to get in 
touch with dangerous plants or other things without the parent knowing because 
they are busy supervising more than one child. People with only one child 
might be more focused on the one child so that they are more time outside, for 
instance, in playgrounds. But it could also be the other way around. This could 
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be an explanation why the bond to nature is more important for people having 
more than one child. 


Discussion of the Results for the Contribution of Volunteer Work 


The descriptive analysis was not meaningful enough to get information about 
the interaction of age and gender for volunteering, but it could be identified that 
men are more willing to volunteer for monument conservation than women do 
(Tab. A 10). 

It might be the case that men have a higher affinity for buildings than wom- 
en. The estimation shows only in the first cluster a positive coefficient of gen- 
der (women are more willing to volunteering); all other coefficients are nega- 
tive (men are more willing to volunteer). Except for the findings in Cluster 1, 
the results are in line with a German analysis that generally found men more 
willing to volunteer than women (Simonson et al., 2016). Because of higher 
significant negative coefficients in the older clusters, the assumption of Wilson 
(2000) that the rates of volunteering are getting closer to each other over the 
years could not be proven with the used data. Rather, the rates are set wider 
apart with older ages of the cluster and therefore the opposite of Wilson (2000) 
is reflected. But this result needs to be verified with a bigger sample in order to 
obtain robust results. 

The results of the involvement of newcomers, returnees and locals show 
some patterns in its manifestations. Locals are willing to volunteering in higher 
rates in the areas of animal protection and art, culture and museums (Tab. A 
10). Especially for some parts of the region LPLD, this can be explained. One 
part of the region is more popular for the high degrees of artists, so that a high 
rate of people working voluntary in this area might be explained by this high 
degree. The descriptive data indicates that returnees are generally more willing 
to volunteer than locals. It might be the case that returnees want to be more in- 
volved in their surroundings than locals, or that locals are more involved in so- 
cial areas of volunteering that are not the subject of this analysis. The results for 
volunteering as form of contribution in the statistical part show a positive sig- 
nificant coefficient for the returnees and an insignificant negative coefficient 
for the group of newcomers. Given, that the results are proven by bigger sam- 
ples, it might be the case that newcomers are on average more involved in vol- 
unteering to get social contact within their new community (DiEnno & Thomp- 
son, 2013; Wilson, 2000) than returnees. If newcomers are already volunteering 
in or for the region and its landscapes without having a bond to region, the fact 
to have a bond to region is not that important anymore and could explain the 
negative influence on the WTV. This could also explain why people who are 
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moved to the region are more involved in volunteering than both other groups 
even if they have a strong bond to region. 

Generally, the descriptive analysis shows that the higher educated clusters 
are more involved in volunteering than the lower educated cluster, but there are 
differences in the degree of bond to nature so that this might explain the differ- 
ences. As in the statistical part of the analysis over monetary contribution, the 
higher educated clusters have also higher coefficients for bond to nature. This 
result indicates that with an increasing level of education the importance of 
bond to nature is increasing and in the end the involvement in volunteering ac- 
tivities for or in the region increases subsequently. 

The effects for bond to nature are highest for the clusters with one child on 
average and the effects for bond to nature are lower for the clusters with a high- 
er amount of children. One explanation for this might be the time. People hav- 
ing one child might have more time for volunteer work than people having 
more than one. 


Further Research 


The analyses found some interesting results, but for the most part it was not 
possible to prove them with robust and reliable results because the sample was 
too small. It might be a chance for further research to examine some of the hy- 
potheses using bigger samples. 

Some interesting aspect to analyze might be the interaction of bond to na- 
ture and education. One would assume that people with higher education have 
learnt more about the environment and its change in school and therefore their 
bond is even higher than for people with less education. Alternatively, as de- 
scribed before, people with lower education have a higher bond because they 
played longer outside while the higher educated people have studied for school. 
This relationship between these variables could be examined with a difference 
in difference approach by itself or with regression models with different groups 
(e.g., one group with high education and low bond to nature, one reverse, one 
with high education and high bond to nature, and the last one with low educa- 
tion and low bond to nature). The results could then be compared to each other 
and differences might be observable. 

Moreover, the aspect of the differences between newcomers, returnees and 
locals might be interesting. For instance, some researches found that newcom- 
ers are more often active voluntarily because they try to get to know other peo- 
ple living in the region (e.g., DiEnno & Thompson, 2013; Wilson, 2000). It 
could only be identified that newcomers are more working in the area of animal 
protection and art, culture and museum than returnees or locals. It might be 
interesting to examine the differences of these groups in more diverse areas of 
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volunteering. There might be some other differences between these groups in 
more social or political areas. This could be done with descriptive analyses. 

Another interesting aspect could be to get a deeper analysis about the rela- 
tionship between the amount of children and the perception of the environment. 
It might be the case that people having no child at all have a different picture of 
the landscapes than the people with children. This could be even deeper ana- 
lyzed if the number of children would be divided because this offers the possi- 
bility to understand if the amount of children is relevant for the perception of 
the landscapes. 

It could be interesting to examine the relationship between the WTP or 
WTV — or both — and the motives for this support. With the data, it was not 
possible to integrate the motives of the landscape support because these mo- 
tives were not part of the used questionnaire. It might be interesting — especial- 
ly for the regional management staff — to understand why people would pay or 
work for landscape protection. Certainly, they could use this to get more people 
to volunteer for work in their region and thereby exploit this potential. 
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10 Conclusive Summary of the Research 


This part of the thesis describes the key results, the contributions to the previ- 
ous literature and based on the results of the analyses some political recom- 
mendations. The chapter ends with some ideas for further research. 


10.1 Key Results and the Contributions to Previous Research 


The research gap that was identified showed a combination of cultural and eco- 
nomic values (Chapter 2.1.2) in a meso-level perspective with the integration of 
different disciplines (Chapter 2.1.3). These analyses combined different disci- 
plines to identify the meaning of the landscape for its residents. The theoretical 
background of each analysis is that each was formed from theories out of the 
research area of psychology or environmental science. The meaning for each 
individual is ascertained with the environmental economics method of the 
WTP. The results are described on a meso-level perspective regarding the im- 
plications for the region instead of using each individual one. Using only an 
indicator instead of the WTP as a monetary value, the cultural values could be 
added to the economic values. In the end, there are recommendations for the 
region based on the results, created on the meso-level — albeit, some recom- 
mendations are lifted to a macro-level perspective. 

The more detailed research gap would be closed for the following reasons. 
The first empirical work is going deeper into the topic of perception of regional 
cultural landscapes and its comparison between different regions. Such an anal- 
ysis could not be identified in the literature before, even because the current 
value is determined instead of a future development, as prior research did (see 
Chapter 2.1.4). The second chapter analyses differences between everyday and 
symbolic landscapes and the perception of them by resident groups of locals, 
returnees and newcomers in the region of STB. The focus of this chapter is on 
the different perceptions of landscapes rather than on individual characteristics 
that are indicating moving or the motives themselves. Such an analysis could, 
as described in Chapter 2.1.4, not be identified before. The method of the WTP 
is extended by the WTV in Chapter 8 to analyze the support of the landscape. 
As described in Chapter 2.1.4, this process is usually done in developing coun- 
tries and not for developed regions. This is the first analysis looking deeper in 
the support of landscapes by using the WTP and WTV approach in one analy- 
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sis. The last text chapter goes deeper into the topic if there are groups of indi- 
viduals who are more involved in the special areas for the protection of the 
landscapes. It could not find any other examination that analyzed this topic 
(Chapter 2.1.4). By using a cluster analysis and an analysis of the WTP, WTV, 
life satisfaction and the use of the region, the literature is extended in more than 
one research area by a characterization of the people. 

The descriptive results of the WTP show that less than 50 % of the residents 
value the landscapes monetary. It might be the case that the method of the land- 
scape valuation was, as mentioned by the project partners of the regions, less 
understandable for respondents. But it could also be that the people in these 
regions are not aware of the features in their landscape. This result is fairly 
common in the literature and therefore not new. It could be argued that this re- 
sult is (also because of other literature) probably similar to other regions, be- 
cause the general public is not used to assigning a monetary value to a public 
good. 

Additionally, with respect to the monetary contribution, volunteering seems 
to offer high potential for including residents in the support of landscapes. Al- 
most 75 % of the respondents would be volunteering for at least four hours a 
month in one of the areas defined as related to landscape support. Combined 
with the results of WTP, it can be concluded that almost one-third of the re- 
spondents are willing to contribute financially and voluntary working hours. 
Only one-fourth would not be contributing at all. This potential seems to be 
really high, but it needs to be considered that these results are only hypothetical 
ones. It might be the case that the real potential with the right offers is lower. 
Therefore, the results might not be adequate to compare with other regions and 
thus not transferrable. 

It could be found that the village landscape is perceived better if the ana- 
lyzed region is more rural and, in this case, the perception of the city landscape 
garners less attention. The results suggest that even in bigger cities the more 
rural areas are better valued than built-up ones. Because of the differences be- 
tween the regions, this result seems to be a generalized result for other regions 
as well — even if this result was not identified in the literature before. Other 
analyses also found a preference for water landscape as described in the corre- 
sponding chapter, so that result seems to be robust for other regions as well. It 
might be the case that water landscapes are something special to the people. It 
could be the case that regions more in the middle of the land have other features 
— like the mountains around them — that would be valued higher than other 
landscapes. The differences between the symbolic landscapes are only minor 
and these are located somewhere in between the result for the city and the vil- 
lage landscape. This result is further not generalizable because the symbolic 
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landscapes differ between the regions. These landscapes are special for the re- 
gion and even a region has similar landscapes, the perception of these might be 
differing because of different regional conditions or the work with these land- 
scapes. 

The statistical analysis shows that some variables are depending on the type 
of the landscape while others are depending on the region. Others are inde- 
pendent of the landscape type or the region. Because of the complexities of the 
dependence of the variables, it might be the case that the generalization is not 
given for every variable. The relationship to nature might be applicable to other 
regions, even because other research found similar results regarding the rela- 
tionship to nature. These analyses also show more often that the bond to nature 
is an important factor for landscape support. This argument is confirmed by the 
used control variables that indicate the same as previous analyses. The others 
variables should be checked before using it, because the analyses did not show 
significance in some regions or landscape types. It could be the case that the 
directions of these variables change with a bigger sample. 

One common finding in these statistical analyses and previous research is 
that the educational level has a positive impact on the perception of landscapes. 
This can be confirmed for each type of the landscape and seems to be an im- 
portant driver for the perception of the landscapes in terms of money and vol- 
unteer work. This can also be verified with respect to the use of the region. Be- 
cause of these, the positive impact of the education might be transferrable to 
other regions or landscapes. 

Usually, the results display that people over 65 years are less willing to con- 
tribute volunteer work or money for the support of landscapes. This result is 
common and also showed up during the cluster analysis. The literature assumes 
a negative impact of the age on doing a contribution from and the theory ex- 
plains this phenomenon. The results of these analyses confirm this finding as 
well. Therefore, it might be transferable to other regions. 

For close-nature landscapes the number of children seems to have a nega- 
tive influence on the perception of these landscape types — at least for the peo- 
ple moved to a region. This result should be considered carefully because the 
sample in this analysis is small and therefore, it might be the case that the re- 
sults could be change with a bigger sample. Additionally, the result is only ex- 
amined for one region that is characterized between an urban and rural area. 
For more urban or rural structured regions the results might be different be- 
cause of the opportunities the people have in such regions. 

The most discussed field of regional identity was identified for locals to be 
important to value their close-nature landscapes. For the other landscape types 
covered with build elements the coefficients did not show any significance val- 
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ues. Therefore, it might be the case that the relationship to the region is im- 
portant for the other landscapes as well, but the current results cannot prove 
this. For the other two groups (newcomers and returnees), no significant impact 
could be identified. Regarding the cluster analysis, it can be concluded that this 
relationship might be also be important for returnees. Nevertheless, no impact 
on the groups of newcomers could be found. It might be the case that they need 
to build new ties in the region when they arrive, so the feeling is not as strong 
as for people born in the region. This result might also be transferable to other 
regions, but it should consider how much time the newcomers have lived in the 
area. There might be some differences for people living longer in a region and 
those living for there for a shorter time. 


10.2 Political Recommendations 


In addition to the added value of the research with regard to the topics above, 
the management of a region might benefit from the analyses as well. Some rec- 
ommendations are made in this part of the analyses. 

The results of the analyses of Chapter 9 show that the people are interested 
to get involved in different areas of volunteer work. The results are in some 
cases based on the individual characteristics, but also on some are based on the 
regional conditions. While the analyses examined the individual characteristics, 
the regional management probably knows about the regional conditions. If 
these two constructs were combined from the regional management, it could be 
used to address possible volunteers based on their personal interests. With this 
process, it might be the case that more people would get involved in voluntary 
activities for the region and the region could benefit from the high potential 
displayed by the volunteering in Chapter 8. 

The questionnaire did ask about the obstacles to volunteer involvement, but 
since the barriers are pretty broad and not really analyzed in this thesis, it might 
be a good idea to have a deeper look into the barriers in order to understand 
why the potential shown in Chapter 8 and 9 is higher than the current involve- 
ment in the regions. If the barriers are known, the region can use the results to 
reduce them and thus increase the involvement of the region’s residents. This 
would be probably a gain for the region as well as for the residents getting in- 
volved. 

The little use of the region for educational or cultural purposes (Chapter 9) 
could be strengthening by the region in different ways. The regional manage- 
ment could offer more alternatives to use the region for educational or cultural 
purposes. Regarding the educational use, for instance, it might be a good idea 
to create some place on a bike path that informs riders about special plants or 
animals. To make these places more attractive for families, these places could 
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be more interactive. In some museums the children are able to answer some 
questions and get the answers in a child-oriented way. But only creating such 
places seems be barely adequate — the regional management needs to promote 
them. It could be some events set around these places to advertise them. In the 
long run, there will be a need for someone who will keep these places in good 
condition. For this purpose, there could be used the potential of the volunteers 
described in the paragraph above. But this is only an example; other possibili- 
ties are also welcome to increasing the use of the region for educational pur- 
poses even because the education seems to be an important driver for the per- 
ception of landscape (Chapter 6). Regarding the cultural purposes, it might be 
the case that the activities regarding culture are not well known in the popula- 
tion or these events happen less often. In this case, the attractiveness of these 
events could be improved or the frequency could be increased. These two ex- 
amples might incur some initial costs, but the region could benefit by having 
interested people in the region support the environment and the region as well, 
and by using these improvements to further boost the region’s image. 

Because of the importance of bond to nature for the perception of land- 
scapes (Chapter 6, Chapter 7, Chapter 8), intensifying the knowledge about the 
nature in childhood (e.g., in school or kindergarten) should be thought about. 
This could be done spending some days outside discovering the environment or 
teaching some lessons outdoors to better understand our relationship with na- 
ture. This could be a benefit for the region and its landscape, but also for the 
environmental change that is present at this time. These discovery days or 
teaching lessons could be combined with volunteers, so that these engaged 
people could share their expertise and the educator or teacher could look after 
the pedagogic aspects. 

The analyses of this thesis show that the population is interested in the land- 
scapes and their preservation of protection (Chapter 7). Especially village land- 
scapes seem to have a special meaning for more rural areas (Chapter 6). There- 
fore, it might be a good idea to incorporate the residents if the regional man- 
agement plans changes in the landscapes. This could not only lead to higher 
satisfaction of the residents because of their involvement in decision processes, 
but could also generate new ideas how some problems could be solved. Cer- 
tainly, the effort to integrate the population might be higher, but usually, this 
could also be profitable for the development of the region. Furthermore, it 
might also strengthen the bond to the region, since these people now feel like 
they have the possibility to change or help shape developments. 

The last recommendation focuses on the meaning of the water landscapes. 
Chapter 6 shows that this landscape type is highest perceived by the residents. 
But, as in the analyses, many regions have water landscapes. So if the land- 
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scapes are used to improve the attractiveness of the region, it might be a good 
idea to combine these with other special aspects, because water in itself is not a 
unique factor. Only by combining others factors could regions be emphasized 
over other ones. But if there could be identified other important regional fea- 
tures, the water landscape could be used as an additional for the characteriza- 
tion and attractiveness of the region. 

In a broader sense, the regional management might be use the results for de- 
signing an improved marketing for tourist, advertising of the region for new- 
comers or returnees, or to improve their image for firms or the region’s value 
chain. The aims might be different for different fields of work in the region, but 
it could also be a basis for deeper analyses regarding the characterization of the 
region itself. 


10.3 Further Research 


For the analyses, only regions located in the north of Germany were used. As 
shown in the theoretical part of the different topics and some of the results, the 
cultural backgrounds might have an impact on landscape perception. Therefore, 
the regions in the South might have different perceptions regarding the land- 
scape types. Especially the symbolic landscapes might differ if the analyses 
would be done with other regions — with respect to the south, they might have 
mountain landscapes instead of water. These were not considered in the current 
examination. The differences between East and West are covered to some ex- 
tent because the region of LNWM and LPLD integrate regions of the eastern 
and western part of Germany. 

This research was done even if the regional sample were small. Some of the 
coefficients might not display significant because of this small sample. There- 
fore, in some cases the statistical analyses could only give indications of the 
impact of the some variables. With a bigger sample the generalization of results 
might be higher and hence more robust. Some of the analyses should even be 
repeated with a bigger sample to confirm the results presented in this research. 

The survey included only people older than 18 years of age. Younger peo- 
ple are not involved. It might be interesting to analyze the perceptions of this 
group of residents. It could be the case that the perceptions of the landscapes 
between the youngest people and the older ones (especially the retirees) differ. 
It could be interesting to compare the perception of landscape between these 
groups. This could indicate whether younger people are more aware of the wor- 
thiness of the landscapes, given that nowadays they are growing up with the 
threat of climate change. In the past, this was not as visible and therefore older 
people might not have understood how important the landscapes were. 
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In the literature, there is already a huge discussion about the importance of 
the regional identity (e.g., Anton & Lawrence, 2014; Gustafson, 2006; Kalten- 
born & Williams, 2002), but it might be interesting to deeper analyze the influ- 
ence the regional bond has in different regions and their surrounding environ- 
ment. It could be said that the relationship to the region is important for differ- 
ent groups and for different regions, but its impact seems also to be different. 
For the region of STB and newcomers, these results indicate a negative impact, 
while its impact is positive for the other two regions and the group of locals. A 
more differentiated analysis could help to understand these different impacts of 
the relationship to the regions. Furthermore, it might be interesting to look 
deeper into the construct why some people would say they have a bond while 
others would not. It could be the case that the regional conditions or individual 
characteristics are important drivers for the development of a bond to the re- 
gion. 

Another aspect that is worth to look deeper into is this of the influences of 
the landscape quality on the quality of life. Most of the existing analyses looked 
into the environmental quality like the air pollution or the climate (e.g., Levin- 
son, 2012; Moro, Brereton, Ferreira & Clinch, 2008; Rehdanz & Maddison, 
2008). However, the relationship between the landscape perception and the 
quality of life or life satisfaction might be worth to examine. The only work 
that was identified regarding a connection of WTP and life satisfaction is from 
Ambrey and Fleming (2011) who already combined these two constructs. The 
authors could not find a linear relationship between the WTP and the amenity, 
but Mackerron and Mourato (2013) found that the life satisfaction is higher if 
people are in nature during the moment of questioning. This result could be an 
indication that there might further relationships between these constructs. Fur- 
ther research could examine the relationship of the environment in terms of the 
landscapes that are visible and currently accessible in the regions and the WTP 
for the regional landscapes. This topic might be interesting not only for scientist 
but also for regional managers. The managers could use the information to im- 
prove the life quality of its residents and therefore make the regions more at- 
tractive for potential newcomers. 

Connected with the last research idea is the analysis of the relationship be- 
tween the WTP and more detailed aspects of the quality of life. It might be in- 
teresting to have a look at other regional conditions — like public services or the 
social life — and how satisfaction with these factors might influence the WTP 
for landscapes. In particular, infrastructure could be an important driver for the 
WTP, as Upham et al. (2009) and Kim et al. (2015) concluded that the geo- 
graphical proximity might influence the WTP positively, while the results of 
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this work suggest a negative impact. There might also be other influences like 
the ones named. 

The results and previous research suggest that landscape perception is influ- 
enced especially from the educational level and the bond to nature. It might be 
the cases that the educational level and the relationship to nature might be in- 
teract to build a perception, but it was not possible to examine this relationship 
deeper than done in the analyses. This might be an interesting field for further 
research, because if the educational level in terms of learning about the nature 
and the bond to nature are depending on each other, the regions might benefit 
of this awareness. The regions might then have the chance to work on this to 
strengthen their protection of the landscapes. 

A more psychological approach would be the analysis of the motives for 
WTP or WTV. Even if the analyses show some differences between different 
people it might be the case that these people also differ in their motives. The 
motives behind any given behavior are based on well-known theories, but it 
might be interesting to compare the motives for these types of landscape sup- 
port. Most of the research looked only at the motives for WTV, but the integra- 
tion of WTP would be new. 

The survey data could not include newcomers that have left the regions after 
a while. But it might be interesting to understand the reasons for them leaving. 
This would help to understand if the regional conditions are responsible for that 
or if they were not feeling welcome or other circumstances. In turn, this could 
help the regions motivate more newcomers to stay if the reasons for leaving are 
based on the regional conditions. 

And still, as described in each chapter, there might some other further re- 
search questions that are of interest for other researchers and the people work- 
ing in the regions. All topics might not be covered in this short part of the fur- 
ther research, especially because researcher specialized in a different research 
area or people in public administration might see other aspects of interest in 
their corresponding fields of work. 
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Appendix: Further Tables and Figures 


Tab. A 1: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the water landscape (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 




















All LNWM LPLD STB 
Gender -0.07 0.30 -0.05 -0.40 
(0.14) (0.34) (0.21) (0.27) 
Age -0.02*** -0.03*** -0.01 -0.03*** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Education 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.08 
(0.07) (0.16) (0.10) (0.12) 
Children 0.03 0.07 0.04 -0.00 
(0.06) (0.14) (0.08) (0.10) 
Income -0.00* -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Daily relaxing 0.11 0.10 0.20 0.09 
(0.15) (0.36) (0.21) (0.27) 
Daily sports 0.15 -0.05 0.26 -0.06 
(0.17) (0.42) (0.25) (0.31) 
Occupational use -0.38** 0.54 -0.34 -0.83** 
(0.19) (0.52) (0.25) (0.38) 
Rural environment 0.13 0.07 0.22 0.18 
(0.14) (0.36) (0.21) (0.25) 
Returnee 0.22 0.38 0.30 0.12 
(0.21) (0.56) (0.29) (0.41) 
Newcomer 0.43** 0.55 0.59** 0.01 
(0.17) (0.40) (0.24) (0.32) 
Bond to nature 0.47*** 0.09 0.34 0.95*** 
(0.15) (0.34) (0.22) (0.28) 
Bond to region 0.11 0.56 0.24 -0.32 
(0.15) (0.35) (0.22) (0.28) 
Constant 0.39 0.75 -0.39 1.45** 
(0.34) (0.80) (0.51) (0.61) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.06 
N 921.00 179.00 438.00 304.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A 2: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the city landscape (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 




















All LNWM LPLD STB 

Gender -0.09 0.34 -0.04 -0.46* 
(0.15) (0.35) (0.21) (0.27) 

Age -0.01* -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Education 0.03 0.13 -0.04 0.05 
(0.07) (0.16) (0.10) (0.12) 

Children 0.06 0.29* 0.05 -0.03 
(0.06) (0.15) (0.09) (0.10) 

Income -0.00* -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Daily relaxing 0.04 0.17 0.33 -0.35 
(0.15) (0.36) (0.21) (0.28) 

Daily sports 0.24 0.37 0.17 0.08 
(0.17) (0.41) (0.25) (0.32) 
Occupational use -0.36* 0.59 -0.41 -1.01** 
(0.20) (0.50) (0.27) (0.45) 

Rural environment -0.50*** -0.59 -0.56*** -0.35 
(0.14) (0.38) (0.21) (0.26) 

Returnee 0.50** 1.05* 0.63** -0.03 
(0.22) (0.58) (0.30) (0.44) 

Newcomer 0.53*** 0.58 0.80*** -0.01 
(0.17) (0.44) (0.25) (0.33) 
Bond to nature 0.44*** 0.22 0.25 0.92*** 
(0.15) (0.34) (0.22) (0.28) 
Bond to region 0.03 0.10 0.39* -0.55** 
(0.15) (0.36) (0.23) (0.27) 

Constant -0.25 -0.85 -0.75 0.88 
(0.34) (0.81) (0.51) (0.58) 

Pseudo R-squared 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.07 
N 921.00 179.00 438.00 304.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A 3: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the village landscape (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 




















All LNWM LPLD STB 
Gender -0.13 0.21 -0.15 -0.46* 
(0.14) (0.35) (0.21) (0.27) 
Age -0.02*** -0.02* -0.02*** -0.03*** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Education -0.05 -0.07 -0.13 0.07 
(0.07) (0.16) (0.10) (0.12) 
Children 0.07 0.30** 0.08 -0.04 
(0.06) (0.15) (0.09) (0.10) 
Income -0.00** -0.00* -0.00 -0.00 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Daily relaxing 0.01 0.44 0.07 -0.19 
(0.15) (0.36) (0.21) (0.27) 
Daily sports 0.19 0.19 0.28 -0.05 
(0.17) (0.41) (0.26) (0.32) 
Occupational use -0.24 0.66 -0.30 -0.67* 
(0.19) (0.50) (0.25) (0.38) 
Rural environment 0.45*** 0.04 0.33 0.77*** 
(0.14) (0.37) (0.21) (0.26) 
Returnee 0.19 0.34 0.20 0.08 
(0.21) (0.55) (0.30) (0.41) 
Newcomer 0.31* 0.17 0.31 0.34 
(0.17) (0.41) (0.24) (0.32) 
Bond to nature 0.59*** 0.11 0.46** 1.15*** 
(0.15) (0.35) (0.22) (0.27) 
Bond to region 0.11 0.16 0.28 -0.23 
(0.15) (0.36) (0.23) (0.28) 
Constant 0.50 0.26 0.69 0.71 
(0.34) (0.81) (0.52) (0.59) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.09 
N 921.00 179.00 438.00 304.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A4: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for at least one of the regional 
landscapes (coefficients, standard errors in parentheses) 














WTP. All Locals Returnees Newcomer 
Gender 0.08 0.16 -0.18 0.14 
(0.25) (0.47) (0.85) (0.36) 
Under 25 years 0.22 0.64 0.00 0.57 
(0.62) (1.01) (.) (1.03) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0.33 0.21 -0.81 0.63 
(0.34) (0.62) (1.06) (0.47) 
Number of children -0.20** -0.10 -0.22 -0.34** 
(0.10) (0.18) (0.41) (0.14) 
Higher education 0.90*** 0.45 2.02** 1.05*** 
(0.28) (0.59) (0.87) (0.38) 
Bond to region -0.25 0.56 -0.31 -0.58 
(0.25) (0.54) (0.83) (0.36) 
Use of nature -0.02 -0.07 0.97 -0.33 
(0.25) (0.45) (0.81) (0.35) 
Volunteering -0.06 -0.10 0.44 0.14 
(0.26) (0.47) (0.84) (0.38) 
Constant -0.11 -0.70 -0.26 0.02 
(0.42) (0.86) (1.31) (0.58) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.06 0.03 0.18 0.11 
N 293.00 92.00 36.00 163.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 


of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Tab. A5: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the farmhouses (coefficients, 


standard errors in parentheses) 














Farmhouses All Locals Returnees Newcomer 
Gender -0.05 -0.34 -1.24 0.28 
(0.27) (0.52) (1.04) (0.36) 
Under 25 years 0.24 0.97 0,00 0.89 
(0.62) (1.07) (omitted) (1.04) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0.04 0.13 -0.72 0.11 
(0.37) (0.69) (1.26) (0.49) 
Number of children -0.14 -0.06 -0.27 -0.22 
(0.10) (0.20) (0.43) (0.14) 
Higher education 0.98*** 0.40 2.55** 1.15°** 
(0.28) (0.62) (1.07) (0.37) 
Bond to region -0.34 0.69 -0.74 -0.57 
(0.26) (0.61) (0.93) (0.37) 
Use of nature -0.09 -0.46 0.99 -0.17 
(0.26) (0.48) (0.91) (0.36) 
Volunteering -0.02 -0.05 1.15 -0.01 
(0.27) (0.51) (0.96) (0.39) 
Constant -0.49 -1.13 -0.86 -0.48 
(0.44) (0.95) (1.38) (0.59) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.06 0.05 0.25 0.10 
N 293.00 92.00 36.00 163.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 


of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A 6: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the marshland (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 
Marshland All Locals Returnees Newcomer 
Gender 0.37 -0.17 0.39 0.69* 
(0.26) (0.51) (0.83) (0.37) 
Under 25 years 0.49 1.61 0,00 0.91 
(0.62) (1.14) (omitted) (1.02) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0.19 0.51 -0.35 0.09 
(0.36) (0.70) (1.10) (0.48) 
Number of children -0.17* -0.07 -0.16 -0.25* 
(0.10) (0.19) (0.39) (0.14) 
Higher education 0.51* 0.30 1.65** 0.44 
(0.28) (0.64) (0.83) (0.37) 
Bond to region 0.24 1.78** -0.18 -0.25 
(0.26) (0.72) (0.82) (0.37) 
Use of nature -0.25 -0.43 0.53 -0.43 
(0.25) (0.48) (0.79) (0.36) 
Volunteering -0.25 -0.44 -0.03 -0.18 
(0.27) (0.51) (0.81) (0.39) 
Constant -0.69 -1.99* -0.77 -0.45 
(0.44) (1.03) (1.34) (0.59) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.04 0.09 0.12 0.07 
N 293.00 92.00 36.00 163.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 


of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A 7: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the water landscape (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 














Water All Locals Returnees Newcomer 
Gender -0.01 -0.39 -0.22 0.28 
(0.25) (0.49) (0.82) (0.35) 
Under 25 years 0.47 1.06 0,00 0.65 
(0.62) (1.06) (omitted) (1.02) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0.29 0.56 -0.88 0.40 
(0.35) (0.66) (1.05) (0.47) 
Number of children -0.16 -0.08 -0.04 -0.28** 
(0.10) (0.18) (0.38) (0.14) 
Higher education 0.91*** 1.03* 1.61* 0.97*** 
(0.28) (0.62) (0.82) (0.37) 
Bond to region -0.07 0.99* -0.56 -0.41 
(0.25) (0.59) (0.81) (0.36) 
Use of nature 0.03 0.12 0.70 -0.25 
(0.25) (0.46) (0.77) (0.34) 
Volunteering -0.21 -0.67 0.01 0.12 
(0.26) (0.50) (0.80) (0.37) 
Constant -0.30 -1.17 0.04 -0.25 
(0.43) (0.93) (1.29) (0.57) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.09 
N 293.00 92.00 36.00 163.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


Tab. A 8: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the city landscape (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 














City All Locals Returnees Newcomer 
Gender -0.22 0.19 -1.10 -0.26 
(0.28) (0.53) (1.14) (0.37) 
Under 25 years 0.44 0.51 0,00 1.21 
(0.63) (1.07) (omitted) (1.04) 
Between 25 and 65 years -0.20 -0.17 -0.07 -0.25 
(0.38) (0.71) (1.57) (0.49) 
Number of children -0.16 -0.07 -0.41 -0.16 
(0.11) (0.21) (0.49) (0.15) 
Higher education 0.82*** 0.77 1.48 0.97** 
(0.29) (0.61) (1.10) (0.38) 
Bond to region -0.39 0.14 -0.13 -0.60 
(0.28) (0.60) (0.99) (0.40) 
Use of nature -0.19 -0.33 -1.57 0.01 
(0.28) (0.50) (1.06) (0.37) 
Volunteering -0.04 0.60 0.87 -0.35 
(0.28) (0.52) (1.15) (0.41) 
Constant -0.37 -1.22 -0.52 -0.24 
(0.46) (0.95) (1.61) (0.60) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.06 0.08 0.15 0.09 
N 293.00 92.00 36.00 163.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A9: Coefficients of the estimation of the logit model for the village landscape (coefficients, 


standard errors in parentheses) 














Village All Locals Returnees Newcomer 
Gender 0.02 0.24 0.64 -0.19 
(0.26) (0.50) (0.86) (0.35) 
Under 25 years 0.42 0.69 0,00 0.85 
(0.62) (1.06) (omitted) (1.03) 
Between 25 and 65 years 0.20 -0.08 0.63 0.30 
(0.36) (0.66) (1.29) (0.47) 
Number of children -0.19* -0.07 -0.11 -0.27* 
(0.10) (0.19) (0.39) (0.14) 
Higher education 0.87*** 0.89 0.51 1.06*** 
(0.28) (0.63) (0.80) (0.37) 
Bond to region 0.05 1.30** 0.31 -0.29 
(0.26) (0.66) (0.87) (0.36) 
Use of nature -0.23 -0.26 -0.00 -0.18 
(0.25) (0.47) (0.80) (0.35) 
Volunteering -0.05 0.35 -0.66 0.11 
(0.26) (0.49) (0.82) (0.38) 
Constant -0.44 -1.78* -1.48 -0.14 
(0.44) (0.96) (1.57) (0.57) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.08 
N 293.00 92.00 36.00 163.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 


of cases. 
Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 
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Tab. A 10: Results of the willingness to volunteer for each cluster divided into areas of 


volunteering and regional areas (in percent) 
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Tab. A 11: Coefficients of the estimation of the cluster for the willingness to pay (coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 














Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 
Middle-aged _—_ Highly Low-educated Bonded highly Returnees Retired locals 
men without educated people bonded educated bonded to the Retired bonded to the 
any bond young women _ tothe region people region newcomers _ region 
Gender -0.18 -0.15 -0.14 -1.18* 0.02 0.18 0.44 
(0.53) (0.98) (0.38) (0.68) (0.48) (0.39) (0.55) 
Age -0.04** -0.07*** -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.04*** -0.01 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 
Higher Education 0.35 0.00 1.76** 0.00 0.80 0.13 0.19 
(0.45) (omitted) (0.74) (omitted) (0.53) (0.39) (0.67) 
Employed 0.00 1.18 -0.21 0.00 -0.58 0.00 0.00 
(omitted) (1.27) (1.38) (omitted) (0.76) (omitted) (omitted) 
Income 0.03 -0.16 -0.04 -0.25 -0.11 0.14 -0.15 
(0.10) (0.12) (0.09) (0.18) (0.12) (0.10) (0.18) 
Children 0.18 0.32 -0.23 -0.21 -0.06 0.13 -0.08 
(0.16) (0.25) (0.17) (0.19) (0.21) (0.14) (0.23) 
Rural Environment -0.07 -0.00 -0.25 1.67*** -0.11 0.17 -0.13 
(0.39) (0.53) (0.38) (0.59) (0.44) (0.38) (0.54) 
Returnee 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 
(omitted) (0.81) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (omitted) (0.92) 
Newcomer 0.26 0.54 -0.35 0.63 0.00 1.82 0.00 
(0.52) (0.66) (0.44) (0.64) (omitted) (1.17) (omitted) 
Bond to Nature -0.00 1.16** 1.08*** 1.58* -0.23 0.96** 0.02 
(0.48) (0.58) (0.37) (0.91) (0.49) (0.39) (0.65) 
Bond to Region -0.29 0.13 -0.29 0.00 -0.19 0.07 -0.02 
(0.64) (0.83) (0.66) (omitted) (0.49) (0.38) (1.68) 
Constant 1.39 2.05 1.02 2.26 1.59 -0.94 1.18 
(1.00) (1.73) (1.51) (1.76) (1.58) (1.48) (1.80) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.05 0.11 0.07 0.21 0.03 0.12 0.05 
N 136.00 97.00 165.00 79.00 101.00 149.00 69.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, 


of cases. 


Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


** n<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
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Tab. A 12: Coefficients of the estimation of the cluster for the willingness to volunteer 
(coefficients, standard errors in parentheses) 














Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 
Middle-aged —_ Highly Low-educated Bonded highly Returnees Retired locals 
men without educated people bonded educated bonded to the Retired bonded to the 
any bond young women _ tothe region people region newcomers __ region 
Gender 0.86 -0.64 -0.73* -1.14 -0.75 -1.06*** -1.58** 
(0.55) (0.97) (0.38) (0.74) (0.52) (0.38) (0.72) 
Age 0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03** -0.04** 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 
Higher Education 0.36 0.00 -0.11 0.00 -0.26 0.09 -0.35 
(0.47) (omitted) (0.64) (omitted) (0.56) (0.37) (0.74) 
Employed 0.00 1.21 0.08 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 
(omitted) (1.26) (1.31) (omitted) (0.79) (omitted) (omitted) 
Income 0.14 -0.01 0.04 -0.32 0.00 0.03 0.16 
(0.10) (0.12) (0.09) (0.21) (0.12) (0.09) (0.20) 
Children -0.19 -0.19 -0.04 -0.10 -0.17 -0.05 -0.16 
(0.17) (0.25) (0.16) (0.19) (0.22) (0.13) (0.26) 
Rural Environment -0.51 0.23 0.14 0.86 0.09 -0.16 -0.17 
(0.41) (0.53) (0.37) (0.62) (0.46) (0.36) (0.61) 
Returnee 0.00 1.11 0.00 0.00 -0.40 0.00 -0.08 
(omitted) (0.79) (omitted) (omitted) (1.60) (omitted) (0.93) 
Newcomer 0.41 -0.39 -0.32 1.54** 0.00 -0.45 0.00 
(0.53) (0.68) (0.44) (0.71) (omitted) (0.85) (omitted) 
Bond to Nature 1.90*** 1.19** 0.88** 0.77 0.63 0.72** -0.66 
(0.56) (0.56) (0.37) (0.97) (0.52) (0.37) (0.68) 
Bond to Region 0.17 -1.00 0.20 0.00 0.91* -0.20 0.00 
(0.67) (0.81) (0.62) (omitted) (0.50) (0.36) (omitted) 
Constant -1.61 0.71 -0.60 3.09 0.76 2.30* 3.20* 
(1.03) (1.72) (1.46) (1.98) (2.18) (1.28) (1.88) 
Pseudo R-squared 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.14 0.05 0.07 0.14 
N 136.00 97.00 165.00 79.00 103.00 149.00 67.00 








Note. Stars indicate significance levels: * p<0.1, 


of cases. 


Source: Resident survey, own calculations. 


** n<0.05, *** p<0.01. N displays the number 
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Fig. Al: Questionnaire 








Logo der entsprechen- wae rn 
Regiobranding * —— 


den Praxispartner Innovationsgruppen far ein 
Nachhaltiges Landmanagement 





Sind meine Daten denn bei Ihnen sicher? 


| Die Erhebung und Auswertung der Daten erfolgt anonym. Es wird kein persénlicher Bezug zwischen 
den Befragten und den erhobenen Daten hergestellt. Die Daten dienen lediglich dem Forschungszweck 
und werden nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. Die Ergebnisse werden nur in zusammengefasster Form 

| in Tabellen und Abbildungen dargestellt und veréffentlicht. Die ausgefillten Fragebégen werden nach 
Ablauf der Aufbewahrungsfrist vernichtet. 


Wir wiinschen Ihnen viel SpaB beim Ausfillen 
und sind gespannt auf Ihren Blickwinkel! 


1. FRAGENBLOCK: MEINE NUTZUNG MEINER REGION 


1.1. Zuwelchem Zweck und wie haufig nutzen Sie personlich Ihre Region? 












































g g o g cs ry = 
gs |XS/28) § 2 
% pe 22 3/5 
él2°|¢ | i 
Ich nutze sie in meiner Freizeit... 
...2ur Entspannung (z. B. Spazierengehen, Hund ausfiihren). oO | Oo | ia} | o;oa 
...fir sportliche Aktivitaten | 
(z. B. Reiten, Angein, Radfahren, Nordic Walking). soil sul cull esi Renal 
...als Treffpunkt und Kommunikationsort. Soa) oo) 3 
...als Lern- und Bildungsort (z. B. Natur- und Tierbeobachtung, Besichti- oO oO oO o o 
gung historischer Statten, Museen). | 
...flr Besuche von Einkaufsstatten innerhalb der Stadt- und Ortskerne. | o | Oo | o [ o o 
...fir Besuche von Einkaufsstatten auBerhalb der Stadt- und Ortskerne. ;oO;};o;o0/;0 
...fuir kulturelle / gemeinschaftliche Aktivitaten (z. B. Dorffeste). | o | o | o | a | o 
...flir andere Aktivitaten und zwar c oDlolg a 
Ich nutze sie beruflich als... 
...Land-, Forst-, Energiewirt/in. 





...Angestellte/r oder Beamte/r im dffentlichen Dienst mit Bezug zum Er- 
halt, Schutz und / oder Gestaltung der Landschaft, der Stadte und 
Dérfer sowie der Denkmale. 





...andere/r Angestellte/r oder Unternehmer/in mit Bezug zum Erhalt, 
Schutz und / oder Gestaltung der Landschaft, der Stadte und Dérfer 
sowie der Denkmale und zwar 
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1.2. In welchen Stadten / Gemeinden finden die folgenden Aktivitaten in Ihrem Leben Uberwie- 
gend statt? 
(Falls Sie einer Aktivitat nicht nachgehen, lassen Sie die Zeile bitte frei.) 





Wohnen a 
Arbeiten 
Besuch der Schule / Bildungsstatte 


Einkaufen / Besorgungen / sonstige 
Erledigungen 


Freizeit (Kultur, Sport, Erholung oder 
Ahnliches) 


Besuch(e) von Familienangehérigen 
und Freunden 


andere Aktivitaten und zwar 

















Welche Verkehrsmittel nutzen Sie berwiegend in Ihrer Region? 
(Mehrfachnennungen moglich) 


0 Auto O Fahrrad 

O Zug/ Bahn O zu FuR 

O Bus O Boot / Fahre 

O Mofa / Roller / Motorrad O andere und zwar 
0 E-Bike 


“f>. LE. 


<= 
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1.4 Bitte bewerten Sie die Lebensqualitat in Ihrer Region. 
(Falls Sie zu einem Aspekt keine Antwort geben konnen, lassen Sie die Zeile bitte frei.) 








1.4.1 Wie wichtig sind folgende Aspekte 1.4.2 Wie zufrieden sind Sie mit den 
fiir Ihre Lebensqualitat? folgenden Angeboten in Ihrer 
Region? 
sehr unent- sehr sehr unent- sebr 
unwichtig i ichtig unzufrieden __schieden _zufrieden 













|o| + 
[ol t 


Gesundheitliche Versorgung 
»Gesunde* Umgebung (z. B. Luftqualitat) 


8} 0/0] _ cesunde umgebung @.6. Lutqualtay | O 
Naherholung Oo 
Landschaftliche Schénheit o 


a | « 


SGIGIc 











































































+ | 
o;o Oo 
o';a o;oa o;a oO) 
o;o o;a je fa) ie pe ol 
o;o;o;o/;0a Nahversorgung mit Supermarkten oO}/aq/;aq/;aq/a 
o,o;aq;0/;0 Regionaltypische Gebaude und Denkmale o;o;a;aq;a 
ololojo o| Mict- bew. Immobilenpreise o/ojalo o 
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2. FRAGENBLOCK: MEINE WAHRNEHMUNG MEINER REGION 


24 Was schatzen Sie an Ihrer Region? 
(Dies konnen sowohl Landschaften, Gebaude, Siediungen, archaologische und historische Denkmale oder 
Ahnliches sein. Bitte geben Sie maximal 5 Orte /Platze an 
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2.2 Bitte bewerten Sie folgende Aussagen zu Ihrer Bindung an Ihre Region. 


trifft unent- 
nicht zu schieden 


~ s 0 + ++ 
(tier nnenerRepenwhavtawe ——=SSS«df Bla fol 
Mt ier Regn vide val pein cirenng | || || 
‘Mais pentnce Liar negen de Repinsomat. ‘fa | Baal al 


2.3. Bitte bewerten Sie, ob es Ihrer Meinung nach eine Veranderung der Landnutzung / Landbe- 
deckung in Ihrer Region gibt und wie Sie diese wahrnehmen. 
(Falls Sie zu einer Landnutzung /-bedeckung keine Antwort geben konnen, lassen Sie die Zeile bitte frei.) 
2.3.1 Wie nehmen Sie die Veranderung der 2.3.2 Wie empfinden Sie diese 
FlachengroBen seit dem Jahr 2000 Veranderung? 
wahr? 


starke starke sehr unent- sehr 
Abnahme _ keine Zunahme negativ schieden positiv 


0| + + 
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Feuchtgebiete (z. B. Moore, Siimpfe) || 


Wasser (z. B. Seen, Filisse, Meer) 
Brachland 
Verkehrs-, Siedlungs- und Gewerbeflachen 


Flachen fiir erneuerbare Energien (z. B. Biomasse fiir 
Biogas und -kraftstoffe, Windkraftanlagen) 
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2.4 Welche allgemeinen Beeintrachtigungen bezogen auf die zukiinftige Entwicklung befiirch- 
ten Sie fiir Ihre Region? 


(Mehrfachnennungen moglich) 
O Leerstand und / oder Verfall O Zerstérung durch Naturereignisse und -gefahren 
0 Abwanderung der Bevélkerung 0 allgemeine Kostensteigerungen 
O behérdliche Auflagen O erneuerbare Energien 
O Zerstérung durch den Menschen (z. B. Windrader, Biogasanlagen) 
O Verlust von handwerklichen Tech- O Ausbau von Verkehrs-, Siedlungs- und 
niken / Fahigkeiten Gewerbeflachen 
O andere und zwar O Ich sehe keine zukinftigen Beeintrachtigungen. 


3. FRAGENBLOCK: MEIN EHRENAMTLICHES ENGAGEMENT IN MEINER REGION 


Unter dem Begriff ehrenamtliches Engagement werden im Folgenden sémtliche freiwilligen Aktivitéten ver- 

standen, die unabhangig vom Beruf und in der Regel unentgeltlich (mit Ausnahme von Aufwandsentsché- 

digungen) ausgefihrt werden. Dazu zahlen sowohl Vereinsengagement als auch freie oder phasenweise, 
_ projektbezogene Tatigkeiten. 


3.1 Engagieren Sie sich in irgendeiner Weise ehrenamtlich? 
Oja 
O nein > Bitte gehen Sie zu Frage 3.6. 


3.2 Wie viele Stunden pro Monat sind Sie im Durchschnitt ehrenamtlich tatig? 


O 1-2 Stunden O 11-20 Stunden 
03-5 Stunden O mehr als 20 Stunden 
0 6-10 Stunden 


3.3. Wofiir engagieren Sie sich ehrenamtlich? 


(Mehrfachnennungen moglich) 

0 Ortsentwicklung O Kunst / Kultur / Museen 

O Politik O Pflege von Denkmalen und Gebauden 

O Natur- und Umweltschutz 0) Heimatkunde und -forschung 

O Tierschutz O Soziales / Gesellschaftliches (z. B. Fliichtlings- 
O Feuerwehr / Rettungsdienst hilfe, Betreuung beeintrachtigter Menschen) 
O Sport / Bewegung O anderes und zwar 


O Bildung / Kindergarten / Schule 
O Religion / Kirche 
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3.4 Was bringen Sie ehrenamtlich ein? 


(Mehrfachnennungen moglich) 

O Arbeitskraft / Zeit O Raumlichkeiten 
O Geld O anderes und zwar 
O Material 


O Ideen / Wissen / Planung 


3.5 Bitte fuhren Sie Ihre ehrenamtliche Tatigkeit kurz aus. Falls Sie in Vereinen tatig sind, nen- 
nen Sie diese bitte namentlich. 
(Bitte antworten Sie in Stichpunkten) 


> Bitte gehen Sie zu Frage 3.7. 


3.6 Was halt Sie bisher davon ab, sich in Ihrer Region ehrenamtlich zu engagieren? 


(Mehrfachnennungen moglich) 
C keine Zeit O keine Lust / kein Interesse 
0 zu unflexible Zeiteinteilung O anderes und zwar 


0 kein passendes Angebot 


3.7. In welchen der folgenden Bereiche kénnten Sie sich ein ehrenamtliches Engagement in der 
Zukunft (erstmalig, verstarkt oder zusatzlich) am ehesten vorstellen? 


(Mehrfachnennungen moglich) 

0 Ortsentwicklung O Kunst / Kultur / Museen 

O Politik O Pflege von Denkmalen und Gebauden 

O Natur- und Umweltschutz 0 Heimatkunde und -forschung 

O Tierschutz O Soziales / Geselischaftliches (z. B. Flichtlings- 
O Feuerwehr / Rettungsdienst hilfe, Betreuung beeintrachtigter Menschen) 

O Sport / Bewegung O anderes und zwar 


O Bildung / Kindergarten / Schule 
O Religion / Kirche 


3.8 | Wie viele Stunden pro Monat waren Sie generell bereit, sich ehrenamtlich fur Ihre Region 


zu engagieren? 
0 1-2 Stunden 0 11 - 20 Stunden 
O 3-5 Stunden O mehr als 20 Stunden 


O 6-10 Stunden O kein Interesse 
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4. FRAGENBLOCK: MEINE WERTSCHATZUNG MEINER REGION 
'Erhalt, Schutz und Gestaltung der Landschaft, der Stadte und Dérfer sowie der Denkmale werden durch’ 
| Ihre Steuern und andere 6ffentliche Mittel finanziert. Hierzu gehéren u. a. Anlegen und Instandhalten von 
| (Be-)Pflanzungen und Gewassern, Bau und Erhalt von Wegen sowie Schutz vor und Beseitigung von Ver-| 
| schmutzungen. Méglicherweise kénnte sich die Bevélkerung mit einem zusatzlichen Beitrag an weiteren’ 
| Investitionen fiir diesen Bereich beteiligen. | 


4.1 Sollte Ihrer Meinung nach die gesamte Bevolkerung grundsatzlich einen direkten finanziel- 
len Beitrag fir Erhalt, Schutz und Gestaltung der Landschaft, der Stadte und Dorfer sowie 
der Denkmale zusatzlich zu den bereits gezahlten Steuern leisten? 

(Es besteht die Annahme, dass diese zusatzlichen Mittel sinnvoll und effizient eingesetzt werden.) 


Oja O nein 


4.2 Welchen Geldbetrag waren Sie personlich bereit, monatlich zusatzlich zu den bereits von 
Ihnen gezahliten Steuern fur Erhalt, Schutz und Gestaltung der jeweiligen, auf den folgen- 
den Fotos abgebildeten Landschaften zu zahlen? 

Bitte bewerten Sie die Landschaften einzeIn und unabhangig voneinander. 
(Denken Sie dabei bitte an Ihren personlichen Nutzen z. B. im Vergleich zu Besuchen von Restaurants, 
Theater, Sportveranstaltungen.) 
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Liibeck 


Strandlandschaft 
0 0 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro 

O 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Hansestadt Liibeck 
Walder und Gehdize 
O 0 Euro 
O 1-5 Euro 
0 6-10 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Hansestadt Liibeck 
Wasserflache 

O 0 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

0 6-10 Euro 

0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Hansestadt Liibeck 
Stadtische Umgebung 
O10 Euro 
O 1-5 Euro 
O 6-10 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 


| Picture: Hansestadt Liibeck 


Dorfliche Umgebung 
00 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro 

O 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Hansestadt Liibeck 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21 -50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 
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Diinenlandschaft 
O10 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro 

0 11-20 Euro 


| ae 






™ Hecken und Walder 
" 00 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro 

0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Ingrid Herrmann 
Wasserflache 

O 0 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro 

O 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Ingrid Herrmann 
Stadtische Umgebung 
O00 Euro 
O 1-5 Euro 
O 6-10 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 





Picture: Sylvia Wegener 
Dorfliche Umgebung 
00 Euro 
01-5 Euro 
O 6-10 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 





Picture: Ingrid Herrmann 


Ludwigslust-Parchim 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51-100 Euro 


O mehr als 100 Euro 


Picture: Dirk Foitlinger, Biospharenreservatsamt Schaalsee-Elbe 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


O 21-50 Euro 
0 51 -— 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


O 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51-100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 
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Liuichow-Dannenberg 
Heidelandschaft 
O00 Euro 0 21-50 Euro 
01-5 Euro O 51 - 100 Euro 
O 6-10 Euro O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Ute Ostermann 


Walder und Geholze 
O00 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro 

0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Umweltministerium / Untere Naturschutzbehérde, 
Landkreis Liichow-Dannenberg 


Wasserflache 
O10 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 
O 6-10 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Jenny Raeder 


Stadtische Umgebung 


00 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 
06-10 Euro 
O 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Jenny Raeder 
Dorfliche Umgebung 
O0 Euro 
01-5 Euro 
06-10 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Jenny Raeder 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 — 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 


0 21-50 Euro 
0 51 - 100 Euro 
O mehr als 100 Euro 
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Steinburg 
Hauslandschaft 
00 Euro 0 21-50 Euro 
O 1-5 Euro 0 51-100 Euro 
O 6-10 Euro O mehr als 100 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 


Picture: Melanie Herrmann 


Marschlandschaft 


O 0 Euro 0 21-50 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 0 51-100 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro O mehr als 100 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 





Picture: Archaiologisches Landesamt Schleswig-Holstein 









Wasserflache 

O10 Euro 0 21-50 Euro 
mee 4 O 1-5 Euro 0 51 - 100 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro O mehr als 100 Euro 

0 11 -20 Euro 


Picture: Christina Gieb 


| Stadtische Umgebung 


O10 Euro 0 21-50 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 0 51 - 100 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro O mehr als 100 Euro 
O 11 -20 Euro 


, Picture: Gliickstadt Destination Management (GDM) 


Dorfliche Umgebung 

00 Euro 0 21-50 Euro 

O 1-5 Euro 0 51 - 100 Euro 

O 6-10 Euro O mehr als 100 Euro 
0 11-20 Euro 





Picture: Beate von Malottky 
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4.3. Angenommen eine zusatzliche finanzielle Unterstitzung fur Erhalt, Schutz und Gestaltung 
der Landschaft, der Stadte und Dorfer sowie der Denkmale durch die Bevolkerung wiirde 
notwendig werden, welche Art der Zahlung wurden Sie bevorzugen? 

(Mehrfachnennungen mdglich) 


O Eintrittspreise fiir den Zutritt zu bestimmten Landschaften / Denkmalen 

O Erhebung eines Landschaftsbeitrages mit prozentualem Anteil des Einkommens 
O Gebihren fiir (Besucher-)Parkplatze 

O Erhdhung der Verkaufspreise fiir regionale Produkte 

O freiwillige Spenden / Stiftungen / Vereine 


O andere und zwar 


4.4 Bitte bewerten Sie folgende Aussagen zu Ihrer Beziehung zur Natur im Allgemeinen. 


trifft unent- trifft 
nicht zu schieden zu 


- - 0 + | ++ 














Ich versuche, so oft wie méglich in der Natur zu sein. jefe | | o;a | Oo 
Natur spielt in meinem Leben eine untergeordnete Rolle. o;/o;o/;o0;a 
Ich fiihle mich mit Natur und Landschaft in meiner Region eng verbunden. [al ate) a flak faa 





Ich glaube, der Mensch profitiert von einer intakten Natur (z. B. durch Nah- 
rung, sauberes Wasser, Erholung). 








Ich sehe eine Verpflichtung, die Natur zu bewahren und zu schiitzen. | o/;oa | er) hte | o 
Ich file mich als Teil der Natur. o;/o;0;0;0 


























5. FRAGENBLOCK: MERKMALE ZU MEINER PERSON 


5.1. Welchem Geschlecht gehoren Sie an? =O weiblich O mannlich 


5.2 Wie alt sind Sie? 


O 0-17 Jahre O 45 - 54 Jahre 
DO 18 - 24 Jahre O55 — 64 Jahre 
0 25 - 34 Jahre 0 65-74 Jahre 
O 35 - 44 Jahre O75 Jahre und alter 


5.3. Welche Staatsangehorigkeit(en) haben Sie? 


O deutsch O andere und zwar 
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5.4 


5.7 


5.10 


5.11 





Welchen hoéchsten Bildungsabschluss haben Sie erreicht? 


O Volksschule / Hauptschulabschluss 
O Realschulabschluss / Mittlere Reife 
O (Fach-)Abitur / (Fach-)Hochschulreife 


Haben Sie eine Berufsausbildung / Lehre abgeschlossen? 


O (Fach-)Hochschulabschluss 
O keinen Schulabschluss 


Oja O nein 


Welchen Umfang hat Ihre derzeitige berufliche Tatigkeit? 


O Volizeit (Beruf, Studium, Ausbildung) 
O Teilzeit (inkI. Mini-Job) 
O in Mutterschutz / Elternzeit 


OD arbeitssuchend 
O in Rente 


O aus anderen Griinden nicht berufstatig 


Wie hoch ist das Nettoeinkommen aller Mitglieder in Ihrem Haushalt? 


(Bitte kreuzen Sie den (geschatzten) monatlichen Nettobetrag an; also den Betrag nach Abzug von Steuern 
und Sozialabgaben. Zum Nettobetrag zahlen auch Kindergeld, Rente, Sozialleistungen usw.) 


D unter 1.000 Euro 

0 1.001 — 1.500 Euro 
0 1.501 — 2.000 Euro 
0 2.001 — 2.500 Euro 


Wie viele Kinder haben Sie? 


0 2.501 — 3.000 Euro 
0 3.001 — 4.000 Euro 
O 4.001 — 5.000 Euro 
O mehr als 5.000 Euro 


eo 6 
FP 


en 


Wie wohnen Sie? 

Dalleine 

O mit Partner(in) 

O mit Partner(in) und Kind(ern) 
O ohne Partner(in) mit Kind(ern) 
O mit meinen Eltern 


In was fiir einem Haus wohnen Sie derzeit? 


O Einfamilienhaus 
O Doppel- bzw. Zweifamilienhaus 
O Reihenhaus 


Wie wohnen Sie derzeit? 0 zur Miete 


ss 


O insgesamt mit drei Generationen 
O in einer Wohngemeinschaft 


O anders und zwar 


O Mehrfamilienhaus 


O anderem und zwar 


O im Eigentum 
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5.12 In welcher Lage liegt Ihr Wohnhaus? 
O in einer Stadt 0 in einem Dorf 
O am Stadtrand O auferhalb einer Stadt / eines Dorfes 
5.13 Seit wann wohnen Sie in Ihrer Region? 
O seit meiner Geburt ohne Unterbrechungen > Bitte gehen Sie zu Frage 5.15. 
O seit meiner Geburt mit Unterbrechungen 
C Ich bin zugezogen. 
5.14 In welchem Jahr sind Sie zurtickgekehrt / zugezogen? 
§.15 Warum sind Sie in Ihrer Region geblieben bzw. zuriickgekehrt / zugezogen? 
(Mehrfachantworten mdglich) 
O berufliche Griinde O Wohnumgebung 
O familiare Griinde O anderer Grund und zwar 
O finanzielle Griinde 
5.16 Wie zufrieden sind Sie derzeit, alles in allem, mit Ihrem Leben? 
(Bitte bewerten Sie auf einer Skala von 0 (ganz und gar unzufrieden) bis 10 (ganz und gar zufrieden).) 
Oo Oo oO ao Oo Oo Oo Oo Oo Oo o 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ns 8 9 10 
5.17 Was wiinschen Sie sich fiir Ihre Region und ihre Landschaften? 





(Bitte antworten Sie in Stichpunkten) 


Jetzt haben Sie es fast geschafft! 


Bitte geben Sie den ausgefiillten Bogen in einer der folgenden Sammelstellen in Ihrer Nahe ab: 


Oder nutzen Sie den beigelegten Riickumschlag und senden Sie uns den Bogen fiir Sie portofrei zurtick. 
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An wen kann ich mich wenden, wenn ich noch Rickfragen habe? 


Gern stehen wir Ihnen im Befragungszeitraum fir Ruckfragen zur Verfiigung. Sie erreichen uns unter 
der Emailadresse regiobranding@umwelt.uni-hannover.de oder auf dem Postweg unter der Anschrift 
Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz Universitat Hannover, Institut fur Umweltplanung, Projekt Regiobranding, 
Herrenhauser StraRe 2, 30419 Hannover. 


Wie kann ich weiterhin aktiv an dem Projekt teilhaben? 


Im Nachgang zu der Befragung méchten wir mit einigen Burgerinnen und Birgern Gesprache fihren. 
Wir wirden uns freuen, wenn Sie uns |hre Bereitschaft dazu durch die Weitergabe Ihrer Kontaktdaten 
(Adresse, Telefonnummer oder auch gern E-Mailadresse) auf einem separaten Blatt (nicht bei- 
liegend) mitteilen und dieses dem Umschlag mit dem Fragebogen beifiigen wiirden. Wir wirden bei 
Bedarf mit Ihnen Kontakt aufmehmen. Die Kontaktdaten werden nicht mit Ihren Angaben 
verknupft. 


Herzlichen Dank fur Ihre Teilnahme! 




















Source: Resident survey. 
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Fig. A2: Decision tree of the nested logit model 








Involvement in the 
regional landscape support 


Yes No 





Only Only 
volunteering financial 


Both forms 
of contribution 








Source: Own illustration. 


